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OF 

Mr. WARBURTO N's | 

SECOND PROPOSITION, 22 
In kis projeied Demonfiruion of 

The Divine Legation of Mo ofes. 


In which the Falru of the ancient Yew 
nuke, touching the Doctrine o 


Future State, is aſſerted and cleared from the 
Author's Objections, 


in an Epiſtolary Diſſertation addreſſed 
tothe AU THOR. 
To which is added, 


an APPENDIX. 


Containing CONSIDERATIONS on the Command to 
Abraham, to offer up his Son Jaac. 
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N. B. The Quotations in this Work are 


according to the firſt Edition of Mr. 


Warburton's Book, wnleſs where the 
ſecond is particularly mentioned. 


M 


AN 


EXAMINATION 
OF 


Mr. WAR B URTOMN's 


3ECOND PROPOSITION, 
In his projected Demonſtration of 


The Divine Legation of Moſes. 


SIX, 


of a new Demonſtration of the Divine 

Lezation of Moſes, as a Foundation for a general 
cf:nce of the Chriſtian Religion. Part of this 

ork only, has as yet been publiſhed; in which, 
at you have given great proofs of your Learn- 
ig and Ingenuity, I ſhall not diſpute ; and ycu 
ave had a very fair time allowed you to receive 
he Compliments of the Publick on that Score. 
may now be ſeaſonable to call you to ſome- 
A 2 thing, 


HE Publick has a good while been 
held in ſuſpence, upon your Project 
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thing, which though perhaps leſs agreeable to 
you may yet be more profitable, and that is to | 
confider how much Truth you have advanced, i 
and what real Service you have done, or are [ 
likely to do, to Religion by this Undertaking. ( 
In your firſt Volume you adyanced no farther p 
than 'to ſhew, that the belief of a future State 
of Rewards and Puniſhments is neceſſary to the | 
Support of Civil Government; and accordingly, 1 UC 
that the ancient Heathen Legiſlators inculcated m 
it, though many of them believed nothing of it tic 
themſelves. This part of your Work is fallen 1 5 
into other Hands, and there I am willing to ch 
leave it. Your ſecond Volume, which finiſhes 74 
your minor Propoſition, undertakes to maintain, WU «©: 
© That the Doctrine of a future State of Re- fon 
* wards and Puniſhments is not to be found De 
“ in, nor did make part of the Moſaic Diſpen-¶ you 
« f:tion;” and from hence it ſeems the Con- tha 
cluſion is to ariſe, that “ therefore the Law of MW uti 
& Moſes is of divine Original.” | 
As your Concluſion is to be the Subject of a 
future Book, I think I have no Right to med 
dle with it at preſent, I would prejudge yo! 
in nothing ; and ſhall therefore leave you, at full 
Liberty to connect it with your Premiſes, as 
you ſhall find yourſelf able. But your minor 
Propoſition having received all the Perfection 
you intend to give it; I may be allowed, I 
hope, the Liberty of a few Words with you up- 
on that Subject; which I offer, not with Inten- 
tion to diſparage any thing that has been wel 


ſaid, but, to make you ſenſible of the Difficul 
* 


- 


b 
of the antient Fewiſh Church, Ac. 5 
ty of your Queſtion (of which at preſent. you 
:em to feel Ow that being forewarned 
you may the better know where to lay your 
Guards, in the farther proſecution of this im- 
portant Argument, | 


Your Propoſition ſingly taken might be un. 
derſtood to carry this Meaning, viz. That the 


Doctrine of a future State of Rewards and Puniſh- 


ments, is no conſtituent Part of that Diſpenſa- 
tion which was introduced by Moſes; nor taught 
hy him as properly appertaining to his Law. In 
this there would be nothing but what is right, 
Moſes as an authorized Teacher, could not de- 
clare the Doctrine of a future State, for a Rea- 
ſon that will hereafter be given, But in your 
Defence and Explanation of your Propoſition 
you go a great deal farther ; and ſay in Efed@, 
that Mo/es hath not avowed the Doctrine of a 
ſuture State ; hath not born publick Teſtimony 
to it; which is certainly a very different Thing. 
f a Perſon goes as Ambaſſador into a foreign 
Country, his Embaſſy may be concerning a 
matter of Peace, or War, or any thing elſe you 
will ſuppoſe : But he may report what he plea- 
ſes of the Manners and Cuſtoms of the Country 
trom whence he comes, for the Entertainment 
or the Inſtruction of thoſe with whom he con- 
verſes, without exceeding the Bounds of his 
Commiſſion. In like Manner Moes; though 


the declaring the Doctrine of a future State was 


not the Subject Matter of his Miſſion, yet he 
might report what had ofberw;ſe come to his 


Knowledge concerning it; and give ſuch Notz- 
A 3 ces 
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ces and Intimations to the People of the Fews, as 
would ſhew them that it was a Doctrine fit to be 
believed, But has he done this? You deny it. 
For you tell us, p. 446, that © future Rewards 
and Puniſhments, as they were not the Sanc- 
% fion of the Moſaic Diſpenſation, ſo they were 
* not taught init at all, and, that in conſequence 
&* of the Omiſſion the People had not this Doc- 
ce trine for many Ages.” Again, p. 462, that © the 
« Iſraelites from the time of Me/es, to the time 
*«« of their Captivity, had not the Doctrine of a 
future State — Again; p. 465, that © there 
© was no popular Expectation of a future State,” 
among the Feus. And again p. 468. that * the 
People were ſo far from being influenced by 
te it, that they had u Idea of it“ Had Moſs 
given any Notices or Intimations of the Doctrine 
of a future State, by which the People might 
have underſtood that it was a Doctrine fit to be 
believed, it is not to be preſumed that they 
could have been ſo ignorant of it as you here re- 
preſent them. — But your very Fords carry 
it that no ſuch Notices or Intimations were given 
by Moſes. For if Moſes as an authorized Teach- 
er had declared the rine of a future State, or 
(which is the fame Thing) had the declaring 
this Doctrine entered into the Subject of his Mi/- 
fon, a future State wouldthen have been the Sanc- 
tion of that Diſpenſation ; and therefore in de- 
nying that future Rewards and Puniſhments 
were the Sanctions of that Diſpenſation, you 
muſt be underſtood as denying that Moſes deli- 
vered this Doctrine as an authorized T _ 
When 


band U e 1 * * 


Ss 

of the ancient Fewiſh Church, &c. 7 
When therefore above and befides this you add, 
that this Doctrine wes not taught AT ALL in that 
Diſpenſation, you muſt mean ſomething more,and 
that can be no other than this, that Moſes gave 
no ſort of Notices or Intimations concerning a 
future State. It is more remarkable yet, and 
will fix this Point beyond all Contradiction, that 
you repreſent Moſes in this Caſe as acting with 
Defign and Caution. For ſpeaking of the Egyp- 
trans, the fundamental Maxim of whoſe religious 

Policy, you tell us, was, to propagate by ev 
kind of Method, the Done FR arty 
as the neceſſary Support of all Religion and 
Government; you add: © Here again our 
% Law-giver intentionally rejects a Support real- 
e ly beneficial to Mankind —  intirely omits 
e to mention it in his Inſtitutes of Law and 
“ Religion; and is fudiouſly filent in all thoſe 
“ Principles that lead to the Propagation of it.” 
p. 346. Andy. 449. you undertake to prove, that 
the Omiſſion of the Doctrine of a future 
« State was not accidental, or of a thing Moſes 
* did not well underſtand, but that on x con- 
* trary it was a dzfigned Omiſſion, and of a thing 
« well known by him to be of high Importance 
* to Society.” I do not ſee a Reaſon, Sir, 
why you mention it as a matter of Choice in 
Moſes, that he did not enter the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State in his Inſtitutes of Law, If it had 
been in his I/tifutes it muſt have been in his 
Commiſſion too, in which it is agreed, it had no 
Place. But thus much is very plain ; that theſe 
Paſſages repreſent Moſes as induftriofly conceal- = 
| 9a 4 ing, 
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| 
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| wn what other Nations induſtriouſſy propa- 


gated; THE DocTRINE of a future State, 92 
(as you now add) every Principle that leads to 
the Propagation of it. And it is remarkable 
what you ſay p. 559. viz. that © temporal 
* Good and Evil were not only propoſed but 

© aQually diſpenſed to the Jews — to cons 
© FINE them to the literal Senſe of their 
« Sanction and sr oP them from looking any 
&« farther.” And p. 468. that Moſes was © 11 
* far from teaching the Doctrine of a future 
**. State, 2 he ſtudiouſiy contrived to keep it 
64 our 7 Taking then your Propoſition 
with ES Explanations, the whole Doctrine 
contained under it will comprehend theſe _ 
Points, viz. | 

1. That the Doctrine of a future State is no 
conſtituent Part of the Inſtitution of Moſes, or 
that the declaring and publiſhing that Doctrine 
was no Part of his Commiſion. 

2. That Moſes not only had no Authority to 
Woch this Doctrine, but moreover that he gave 
no ſuch Notices or Intimations of it to the Peo- 
ple, whereby they might know and underſtand 
that it was a Doctrine fit to be believed; but 
on the other hand, defignedly and 3 
concealed it from them, as alſo every Principie 
that /eads to the Belief of it, on purpoſe that they 
might not know or believeany thing concerning it: 

3. That in Conſequence of this Conduct 


the People of the Jes were utterly ignorant 


of this Doctrine, both in the Days of Moſes, 


and afterwards til the Time * their Captivity. 


2 To 


hs. 

of the ancient Fewiſh Church, &c. 9 

To the firſt of theſe Poſitions (as I ſaid be- 
fore) L have no Exception. But the two 1 
I muſt diſpute with you. 

And in the firſt Place 1 e that your 
Hypotheſis carries a manifeſt Contradiction to 
= own Principles. You tell us that the 
Egyptians propagated the Doctrine of a future 
State as the -/NECESSARY SUPPORT OF ALL 
RELIGION AND GovERNMENT. And that 
you deliver this as your own Senſe of this Doc- 
trine, and not the Senſe of the Egyptians only 
is moſt evident. For as to the Neceſity of this 
Doctrine to ſup _ Government, it is the whole: 
Work of your firſt Volume to prove it. And 
that it is Kare ar alſo to ſupport Religion, ap- 
pears from your Dedication addreſſed to 4 
Fews, where you have - theſe Words. I 
© have ſhewn that the Law of Moſes revealed 
* no future State of Rewards and Puniſhments, , 
but ſtudiouſly declined the mention of any. 
Doctrine preparatory to it; that no Moſaical 
* Tradition ſupplied this Omiſſion; but that 
* it became a national Doctrine among you 
only in the latter Ages of your Republick.— 
* But it is very certain that that Religion muſt. 
* want much of. abſolute Perfection, which 
” wo- a Doctrine so ESSENTIAL to Reli- 

7 p. 23. How is it pgſſible, Sir, that 
th Belief of the Doctrine of a future State 
ſhodld be eſſential to Religion, and Govern- 
ment, and yet be wanting under the Jewiſh 
Diſpenſation ? Was it, "ould it be the Intention 
* Providence that che Jews ſhould have — 

er 
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ther Religion nor Government? To give you 
all the Liberty I can, I will ſuppoſe, that 
when you fay, that the Doctrine of a future 
State is eſſential, &c. your meaning is, that it 
is a neceſſary Aid, UNLEs 8 Proviſion be other- 
wiſe made : For it is in this Light you have 
placed the Jewiſh Republick. They had not 
the Doctrine of a future State, but theres was 


. an EQUAL PROVIDENCE adminiſtred among 


them, by which = ſay, (þ. 452.) HuMan 
* AFFAIRS might be kept in good Order.“ 


Here then is a Proviſion for GOVERNMENT; 


though (by the way, Sir,) even this equal Pro- 
vidence without the Doctrine of a future State, 
was, in your own Account, ſo bad a Security, 
that God found it neceſſary to make a Law on 
purpoſe to ſupply the want of it. The Law 
you mention, is that Law by which God de- 
clares that he will vt the Iniguities of the 
Fathers upon the Children, &c. which you fay, 
(P. 452.) was © a Proviſion purpoſely made to 
„ oppoſe to the HURTFUL CONSEQUENCES 
of the Omiſſon of the Doctrine of a future 
« State.” But why an Expedient, Sir, when 
the natural Remedy was at hand? You have 
told us that there were /? Reaſons of Provi- 
dence for this; and when you have told. us 
what thoſe wiſe Reaſons are, it will be Time 
enough to enter farther with you into this Sub- 
ject. For the preſent I aſk, was this e 

Providence a proper Security for Religion? If 
it was, why do you yet charge the Jews with 


the want of an eſſential Doctrine in their Re- 


ligion? 


Sa a = GK 
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of the ancient Jewiſh Church, &c. 11 
ligion? If you ſhould fay that your Argument 
is levelled againſt the Fews confidered only 
in their preſent State in which they are not 
under an equal Providence ; this Anſwer will 
not ſerve you. For as the Fews in their pre- 
ſent State are not under an equal Providence, 


ſo neither do they want the Doctrine of a 


future State of which you tell us they have 
been in Paſſeſn long ago. But your Ob- 
jection ſuppoſes the Doctrine of a future State 
wanting ; and therefore muſt needs relate not 
to Judaiſm as in it's preſent State, but as under 
it's ancient original Conſtitution, as left by 

Moſes : And the Conſequence will be (whether 
u will or not) not barely that the Jewiſh 
Religion wanted much of abſolute Perfection, 
but abſolutely that it was no Religion at all, but 
a mere political Inſtitution, For certainly the 
want of what is eſential, deſtroys not only the 
Perfection of any thing but the very Being 
1 / | _ 
I acknowledge, Sir, that in another Part of 

your Work you give a very different Account 
of this Matter ; and I ſhall take notice of it at 
a more convenient Time, Let us now attend 
to the Points in debate; which if you have 
made good, Conſequences, be they what they 
will, muſt be ſubmitted to. | x 
* Your gth Section, book V. opens the Caſe 
us ; | F 
Having prepared the Ground, and laid 
* the Foundation, I go on to ſhew that future 
Rewards and Puniſhments, which were {od 
the 
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d the Sanftion of the Moſaic Diſp aten 


& were not taught in it at all.“ 7. e. (as I have 
juſt now ſhewn you muſt mean) that Mole 
ve no Notices or Intimations concern 

future State. This is the Point to be PH 

But is there one Word offered to prove thus ? 

Not a Syllable ; but only (as you yourſelf have 


ſummed up the amount of your Evidence) 


that, in the © Mosa1c INSTITUTEs there is 
© no mention or intelligible hint of the Re- 
« wards and Puniſhments of another Life ;” 
or in other words, that © a future State of Re- 


cc wards and Punifhments MAKES NO PART 


* of the Moſaic Diſpenſation; ; which is quite 
* another thing,” Having thus, by confound- 
ing the Queſtion, avoided, inſtead of 2 


| te firſt Point, you go on to the ſecond, whi 


© That the Omiſſion of a future State of 


* Rewards and Puniſhments was a fludied 
* Omiſſion ;”” this you undertake to prove 


« from ſeveral Circumſtances in the Book of 
10 Genofis— The Circumſtances are theſe, _ 

« 1. In the Hiſtory of the Fall it is to be 
* obſerved, that Moſes mentions only the In- 

« frument of the Agent, the Serpent, not the 
e Agent himſelf, the Devil. And the Reaſon 
“ is ks There was a cloſe Connection be- 
« tween that Agency, the ſpiritual Effects of 
* the Fall, the Work of Redemption, and the 
« Doctrine of a future State. What but this 
© could be the Cauſe of the Omiſſion ? When 
« it is ſo evident that the Knowledge of this 


„ grand * of our Welfare would have 


cc « been 


* 


r ] U—½2¾ SA. 


of the ancient Fewiſb Church, Wc. 13 
been the likelieſt Cure of Idola 7, as teach- 
« ing Men to eſteem it a mere lical Jl- 
« juſion— 

2. In his Hiſtory of Enoch Tranſlation 
e to Heaven there is ſo ſtudied an Obſcurity 
* that ſeveral of the Rabbins interpret this 


u 28 only ſignifying an immature Death. And 


« Enoch walked with God and he was not, for 
© God took him. How unlike the Scripture 
« Relation of the ſame Caſe in Eli jah] And 
« it came to paſs when the Lord r take up 
«* Elijah into Heaven by a Whirkuind, that 

** Elyjah went with Eliſha to Gilgal, &c. And 
« it came to paſs, as they ſtill went on and talk- 
4 ed, that behold there appeared a Chariot of 
« Fire and. Horſes. of Fire, and parted them 


. both aſunder, and Elijah went up by a Whirl- 


e wind into Heaven. But the Reaſon is clear. 


When this latter Hiſtory was written, it 


* was thought fit to lay a Preparation for the 
* dawning of a future State of Reward and 
* Puniſhment which in the Time of Moſes 
a had been highly inconvenient—— .. 
* 3. In his Hiſtory of the Patriarchs he 
* entirely omits, or throws into the darkeſt: 
* Shades, the Accounts of thoſe Revelations, 
„which we learn from the Writers of the 
* New Teſtament, ſome of them were actually 
* favqured with concerning the Redemption of 
“ Mankind From whence THEREFORE 
* could all this ſtudious Caution ariſe ? But to 
* x out of Sight that Doctrine, which for 
Ends truly worthy of the divine Wiſdom he 
cc had 
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« had omitted in his Inſtitutions of Law and 
« Religion.“ 7 = Bätt! 
Now, Sir, you ſpeak to the Point. 'For 
theſe Obſervations relate, not to the Conftitu- 
tion of the Law, but, to the Knowledge of the 
People, from whom you attempt to prove that 
Moſes did uſe Caution and Induſtry to hide the 
Doctrine of a future State. But ſurely, till 
now, there never was a Point of ſo- much 
Weight, and introduced with ſo much Form 
and Solemnity, that was ever left to reſt upon 
ſuch Evidence. The whole amount is this and 
no more than this; that you can ſee no Regſon 
why Moſes ſhould have mentioned the Serpent 
and not the Devi Why he ſhould not have 
ſaid as plainly, that Enoch was tranſlated, as 
that Elijab was—or why the Doctrine of the 
Redemption ſhould not have been delivered in 
the Old Teſtament in clearer and more expreſs 
Terms, UNLESS it were that he intended to 
hide the Doctrine of a future State from the 
People. Very well, Sir; and ſuppoſe that no 
Body elſe could ſee a Reaſon for theſe Things, 
ſhall it therefore paſs for DEMONSTRATION 
that there could be no other Reaſon than what 
you are pleaſed to aſſign? I ſhall not trouble 


vou with any of my N upon theſe 
ul 


Caſes, nor is it at all needful. For let me ob- 
ſerve to you, that the governing Queſtion of 
all is this s it true in fa that the People of 
the Jews were fo ignorant of the Doctrine of 
a future State as you pretend? This is the grand 
Point, to which the other are but ſubordinate, 
3 | as 


th. Sud as alto doi. Att. a. ll. —_— 8 — — a a as 


it 


e 
l 
5 
n 
1 
] 
1 
5 
0 
5 
. 
5 
ö 


| n | 
of the ancient Fewiſh Church, &c. 15 
as you confeſs yourſelf, p. 461. where you ſay 
that your Proof of thoſe other Points © is 
> oily for the ſake of this Conſequence, that 
« THEREFORE the People had not the Kno- 
« ledge of that Doctrine. If then it can be 
made appear with any Degree of Probability, 
that the People of 1/rae] had this Doctrine, 
before, at, and after the Time of Moſes ; your 
Hypotheſis will be overthrown, and all theſe 
curious Speculations will fall of courſe. This 
is what I ſhall now attempt, by collecting the 
Scripture Evidence in the natural Order in which 
it ariſes, and clearing it as I go along from 
the Objections you have raiſed againſt it, 


I obſerve then 3 | 

1. That Moſes has by plain and neceſſary 
Implication recorded this Doctrine as the anci- 
ent Faith, in thoſe words of the Patriarch Ja- 
cob, Gen. xlvii. 9. The Days of the Years of 
my PILGRIMAGE are an hundred and thirty 
Nears ; few and evil have the Days of my Life 
been, and have not attained to the Years of the 


7. 


Life of my Fathers in the Days of TRix 


PILGRIMAGE. If you would admit the com- 
mon Interpretation of this Paſſage, which ſup- 
poſes that the Life of Man is here tiled a P:/- 
grimage in reference to the Life to come; it 
will amount, I ſay, by neceſſary Implication to 
an Evidence, that the Patriarchs believed the 
Doctrine of a future State. Nay more than this it 
will prove it to have been the common Belief, 
not only among the People of God, but among 
other Nations. For the Familiarity — 
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which the Patriarch hath. expreſſed himſelf, 
ſhews it to have been the Language of the 
Times, well underſtood by Pharoab; and you 
can have no better Evidence to ſhew what were, 
or are common Opinions in any Age, than com- 


mon Sayings are. Mofes therefore in declaring 


what was the ancient Faith muſt be under- 
ſtood as declaring bis own Faith, and as inti- 


mating to the Jews in the ſtrongeſt manner 


what their Faith ought to be. You Was well 
aware of this Conſequence, and to avoid it have 
told us, that it © can never be allowed, that 


* theſe Words in their literal and moſt obvi- 
« ous Meaning expreſs anyſuch thing.” p. 562. 


But why ? The Reaſon follows, © Phase is 
© here queſtioning the Patriarch not about hu- 
% man Life in general, but his own. There- 
* fore, to make the Reply pertinent, Jacob 
% muſt be underſtood. as meaning by his Pil. 
« grimage, the unſettled way of Life among 
bs Pi Family, living.in Tents and remoying 
from Place to Place.” It is granted, Sir, 
that Pharaoh was queſtioning the Patriarch a- 
bout his own Life, not about human Life in 
general. The Queſtion was, how old art thou? 
But that it ſhould be ſo pertinent in the old 
Man, in his Anſwer, to mention a Circumſtance 
of his Life trivial to Pharaoh, his dwelling in 
Tents ; ſo impertinent whilſt he was complain- 
ing of the Shortneſs of his Days, to expreſs 
the common Hopes of a Life to come; is a 
Point which yet wants Explanation. Pharach 
wanted to know his Age; ; but he did nat 

want 
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want to know the Circumſtances of his Family, 
whether they dwelt in Tents, or whether they 
had any ſettled Habitation ; and I preſume, Sir, 
that ſhould you aſk any aged Perſon in your 
Neighbourhood the ſame Queſtion, and ſhould 


receive the like Anſwer, you would not think 


he deſerved your Contempt. You ſhould have 
obſerved farther, Sir, that the Patriarch ſpeaks 
not of his own Life only, as a Pilgrimage, but re- 
ſents the Lives of his Fathers under the ſame 
— for he ſays he had not attained to the 
Nears of the Life of his Far ERS in the Days 
of THEIR PILGRIMAGE, Some of his Fa- 
thers dwelt in Tents, but ALL of them did 
not; and yet it ſeems they. were ALL Pilgrims, 
for ſo he ſpeaks of them without Difference or 
Diſtinction. If this will not ſatisfy, there is 
greater Authority yet at Hand, to juſtify the 
common Interpretation ; I mean the Author of 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, who takes Notice 
of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, their dwelling 
in Tabernacles, and yet interprets this Paſſage as 
referring, not to their unſettled Way of living 
in this World, but to their Hopes in the next. 
Theſe all died in Faith, not having received the * 
Promiſes, but having ſeen them afar off, and 
were perſuaded of them, and embraced them, and 
confeſſed that they were Strangers and Pilgrims 
on Earth. For they that ſay ſuch things, declare 
Plainly that they ſeek a Country, Heb. xi. 13, 
14. What Country? Not an earthly Country. 
For as the Apaſtle proceeds verl. 15. had they 
been mindful gf that —_— from whence they 


came 


18 A Diſertation on the Faith. . 


came out, they might have had Opportunity to haut 
returned. Other Country to ſeek was 
none ; for the Land of Canaan in which oy 
were now Sojourne! rs, was not ted to them 
for a Poss Ess lo, but to their Poferit ſome 
Hundreds of Years after. Therefore it was a 

Country, as. the next Verſe concludes 
—— but now they defire a better Country that is a 
HEAvenLyY. What now do you fay ? Why, 
you tell us roundly, that © the Senſe which 


the ſacred Writer puts on theſe Words is the 


« ſpiritual Senſe.” A mere Shuffle! and as flat 
a Contradiction to the Apoſtle as is poſſible, 
HE argues from the natural Conſtruction of the 
Paſſage, as it lies in the Old Teſtament, and 


tells us that theſe Words (44Pavifzow) make na- 


niſeſt, or plainly declare, that the Patriarchs 
looked for a future State. You tell us that the 
Senſe which the Apoſtle puts upon theſe Words 
is NOT the /iteral and obvious, but the ſpiritual 
(i. e. hidden) Meaning! I ſhall leave this Matter, 


dir, to your farther Conſideration ; and when 


you are conſidering it, I deſire you will give us 
your Thoughts of theſe Words of the Plalmiſt. 
TamaSTRANGER with thee, and a SOJOURNER 


as all my Fathers were. Pal. xxxix. 12. And 


again: I am a STRANGER in THE EARTH; hide 


not thy Commandments from me. Pſal. cxix. 19. 


One can hardly doubt but that the Pſalmiſt bor- 

rowed theſe Expreſſions from the Patriarch's 

— and if his Intention hereby was to 

gnify his Expectation of a future State (which 

1 as little que wy it will be an Evidence 3 
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what Senſe the ancient Jews underſtood the 
Paſſage under Debate. You perhaps may find 
out new Meanings, as, to do you Juſtice, you 
are always ready at Expedients, when Difficul - 
ties of any Kind ſtand in your Way. But I 
| hope we ſhall not be told that David and all 

his Forefathers were Dwellers in Tents. 

2. Notwithſtanding your Objection from the 
ſtudied Obſcurity of the Hiſtory of Enoch's Tranſ- 
lation ; I ſhall venture to ſet it down as an emi- 
nent Example of the viſible Execution of God's 
Providence in reſpe& of a future State. And 
Enoch walked with God, and he was not, for 
God took him. Gen. v. 24. How unlike (fay 
you) the Scripture Relation of the ſame Caſe 
% in Elijab! —Your Reaſonings upon theſe 
Caſes have already been ſet down at large ; and 
I am afraid, that your intelligent Readers from 
this and many ſuch Curioſities as are to be 
met with in your Book, will be apt to con- 
clude that you are troubled with that Spirit 
which you complain has corrupted others, the 
unclean Spirit of REFINEMENT *. Moſes has 
not ſaid fo plainly of Enoch that he was tranſ- 
lated, as it is ſaid of Elijab, in the Book of 
Kings, that he was carried by a Whirlwind in- 
to Heaven, What then? Why therefore, Mo- 
ſes purpoſely deſigned to hide it. But if this is 
the Caſe, I deſire to know by what new Light 
the Author of the Book of Ecclefiaſticus could 
ſay many hundreds of Years after Moſes wrote 
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his Hiſtory, that Enoch pleaſed the Lord, and 


Was TRANSLATED, being an Example of Re- 
pentance o all Generations? Eccluſ. xliv. 16, 


Was the Author of this Book taught it by In- 


ſpiration? Or did any Prophet or inſpired Per- 
ſon in after Times write a Commentary upon 


this Portion of ſacred Hiſtory, to ſhew that 


Mojes meant that Enoch was franflated? If 
neither of theſe can be proved, or will be infiſt- 


ed upon; I ſuppoſe it may be admitted as pro- 


bable at leaſt, that there was an ancient, current 
Tradition among the Fews, founded upon this 
very Hiſtory, that Enoch did not die, but was 


taken up alive into Heaven; and conſequently 


that this (whatever ſome Rabbins may have been 
pleaſed to write) was the true intended Senſe of 


the Words, and fo underſtood to be from the 


very Time in which the Hiſtory of Moſes was 
written, If you ſtill aſk; Why then did not 
Moſes ſpeak as plainly in this Caſe, as the Au- 
thor of the Book of Kings did in the Caſe of 
Elijab? My Anſwer will be very ſhort. —I am 
not concerned to give Satisfaction to ſuch Quel- 
tions, and ſurely there is as little Senſe in aſk- 
ing them. Poſſibly the Memory of fo remark- 
able a Caſe, that had happened but once, had 
been ſo well preſerved in Moſess Time, that 
a very general Account was enough to make 


the Meaning of the Hiſtorian underſtood. You 


indeed will have the Reaſon of the Difference to 
be, that when this latter Hiſtory was written, it 
te was thought fit to lay a Preparation for the 
* dawning of a future State, which in the 

2 | Time 
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« Time of Mo/es had been highly inconvenient.” 
But have you told us what this Inconvenience is, 
or have you proved it? Neither of theſe. You 
tell us indeed in general Terms, that to ſuppoſe 
the Doctrine of a future State known under the 
Maſaic Diſpenſation, © deſtroys all true Con- 
e ception of that divine Harmony which inſpires 
« each Part, and reigns throughout the whole 
e of God's grand Diſpenſation to Mankind.” 
p. 478. But what are we the wiſer for all this? 
Or what do You know of God's grand Diſþen- 
ation, or the Harmony of it, farther than what 
is revealed ? Can you prove then from Scripture, 
that a general Knowledge of a future State would 
have been inconvenient in the Days of Moſes? 
If you can, do it; and it will be to the Purpoſe. 
But to fit down and fancy to yourſelf an Order 
or Harmony in the Openings of God's Will to 
Mankind, and then make it a Rule of Interpre- 
tation, is ſurely very prepoſterous and abſurd! 
But though you will not admit that this Paſ- 
ſage is clear for the Tranſlation of Enoch, I per- 
ceive you will accept it as an Evidence for the 
ſeparate Exiſtence of the Soul, and that ſo plain 
as to be beyond all Poſſibility of Miſtake. For 
you tell us, that Moſes being neceſſitated to 
mention Erncch's Tranſlation ; it COULD Nor 
* BUT BE that a ſeparate Exiſtence [of the Soul] 
might be inferred How OBSCURELY SOEVER 
* the Story was delivered.” p. 481. I am ap- 
prehenſive, Sir, that if your Rabbinical Inter- 
pretation of this Paſſage (which by your Way of 
introducing it, you ſeem to think does not want 

B 3 Plauſibility) 
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22 A Diſſertation on the Faith 
Plauſtbility) be admitted, it will as little prove 
the one as the other. Be this as it will, you here 
allow that Mofes has born Teſtimony in a Man- 
ner not to be excepted againſt, that the Soul 
lives when the Body is dead. And may I have 
your Permiſſion to conclude from hence that 
therefore he hath born Teſtimony to the Doc- 
trine of a future State? Why no, it ſeems; not 
in any Senſe that will ſerve my Purpoſe, For 
you allow that the Jeus believed that the 
* Soul ſarvived the Body; — 1. e. ſimply con- 
te cluded that it returned to him who gave it. 
* But any INTERESTING Speculation con- 
* cerning it's State of Separation (you ſay) they 
% HAD NONE.” 1 474. Your Reaſons for this 
ſhall be conſidered hereafter. I ſhall only obſerve 
at preſent, that the Mention of Enoch's walk- 
ing with God, being ſo cloſehy connected in the 
Hiſtory with his being tranſlated, it ſhews as 
plainly as it ſhews any Thing elſe, that he was 
taken to his Reward. So the Author of the 
Book of Ecclefiaſticus underſtood it, in the Place 
above cited, where he ſets-forth Enoch as an 
Example of Repentance to all Generations; i. e. 
an Example of that Reward which Repentance 
procures, or entitles us to. So the Author to 
the Hebrews, * By Faith Enoch was tranſla- 
ted that he ſhould not fee Death—for before his 
Tranſlation he had this Teſtimony that he pleaſed 
God; which maniteſtly implies that his Tranſla- 
tion was the Fruit, that is, the Reward of his 
Piety ; which the next Verſe more ſtrongly ſup- 


Chap. xi. Verf. 5. | 
ports; 
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: Without Faith it is i to pleaſe God; 
for he that cometh to God muſt believe that he is 
—4 REWARDER of them that diligently ſeek him. 
In a few Words, what the People of the Fewos 
might naturally infer from this Piece of Hiſto- 
ry, is, that good Men are dear to God, and will 
be rewarded by him when they ſhall be taken 
away from this World; and this, no doubt, was 
what Moſes intended they ſhould learn from it. 
You tell us that Mo/es was neceſſitated to men- 
tion Enoch's Tranſlation. But as no Part of the 
Hiſtory has any dependance upon this Caſe, I 
am perſuaded you will find no other Reaſon 
why he was neceſſitated to mention it than 
this, that it was a proper Example to all Ge- 
_— P — = = Virtue and 

, by the Hopes of a future Recompence. 

| E. xo this which I have offered be Evi- 
dence or not, that the Doctrine of a future 
State was the ancient Faith; you, it ſeems, 
have Evidence ſomewhere, that the Patriarchs 
at leaſt did believe it; for you have confeſſed that 
they did, more than once. I will mention on- 
ly one Paſſage, p. 472. Life and Immortality 
*© was revealed by God as a fpecial Favour to 
« the Patriarchs and Prophets, but kept hid 
* from the Body of the Feuiiſb Nation.“ If one 
ſhould aſk you how you know that the Patri- 
archs believed a future State ; you have told us 
your Authority; you have it from, tbe New 


| Teſtament ; and thither indeed you muſt go; 


for that there is any Evidence of it to be had 


from the or p, you. Hypotheſis gbliges you to 


4 deny. 
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deny. This Authority is enough for me ; but it 
will not ſerve the Deiſts. The like may be ſaid 
as to Moſes's Belief, if they ſhould think it to 
their Purpoſe to call it in queſtion, — But to 
leave the Deiſts to themſelves. If the Patri- 
arch's did believe the Doctrine of a future State, 
which I as little doubt as you ; a Queſtion will 
very naturally ariſe — How came the ancient 
Father's by this Faith ? The Reſolution of which, 
will bring us nearer to the bottom of this' Argu- 
ment. | | 
. To the Qeſtion J have nothing certain to of- 
fer but this, that from Adam down to Moſes 
there was a Covenant ſubſiſting, by which a 


Seed was held forth that ſhould bruiſe the Ser- 


pent's Head, and in whom all the Nations of the 
Earth ſhould be bleſſed. Chriſtian Divines have 
interpreted this Covenant, (which Moſes has re- 
carded, and carried down through the Families 
pf Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob,) as containing a 
Promiſe of the Deliverance of Mankind from 
the Curſe denounced upon the Fall; and with 
great Reaſon; for it is ſo interpreted by St. 
Paul, Gal. iii. 8. where he ſays, the Scripture 
»—preacbed before, the Gofpel to Abraham ſaying, 
in thee ſhall all Nations of the Earth be bleſſed. 
How had Abraham the Goſpel preached to him 
in this Promiſe, unleſs this Promiſe conftarns the 
Hope of the Goſpel? Iam ſo happy as to have 
you conſenting in this. For you tell us p. 604, 
b y. that the Promiſe made to Abrabam that 
& in him all the Families of the Earth ſhould be 


 * Blefſed, is the myſtic, fundamental Promiſe of 


« the 


7 


Ve. 


b 
of the ancient Fewiſh Church, Ic. 25 
the Redemption of Mankind by the Mefliah.” 
tic or not myſtic, is not the Purpoſe at pre- 
ſent. That this Promiſe contains the Promiſe of 
the Redemption, you confeſs, If of the Re- 
demption, of a future State, without which 
the Redemption is not to be underſtood. Now 
if the Covenant made with Abraham contained 
the Hope of a future State, (as it muſt if it 
contains the Hope of the Goſpel) it will follow 
that the Covenant made with Adam and Noah 
contained the ſame Hope ; for all theſe are but 
one and the ſelf ſame Covenant under different 
Limitations, _ . | 
What diſtin& Notions the Fathers had of the 
Redemption promiſed in this Covenant, I do 
not know. That they underſtood AL L of it 
that Chriſt had fince revealed, does not ſeem to 
me credible, nor am I bound to affirm it. But 
I fay, with a very learned Writer of our Church, 
that it is abſolutely neceſſary to be ſuppoſed that 


* ſo much Hope was to be communicated, and was 


communicated to them by theſe Promiſes, as 
might be a rational Foundation for their future 
Endeavours to reconcile themſelves to God by a 
better Obedience. And could that Hope be /e/5 
than this, that they ſhould find that Reward 
for their Virtues in another Life, which by the 
earlieſt Experience they had learned, they were 
not to look for in this? You ſeem to be of Opi- 
nion; that the Patriarchs had this Hope, not 
merely from theſe Promiſes as recorded by Mo- 


es, but from ſome private Revelations not re- 


® Bp, of Sarum's Lie and Intent Pi ophecy, p. G9. 
| corded; 


\! 
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corded; which may be Truth for ought I can 
tell. But which Way ſoever they came by this 


| Knowledge, the Queſtion will be, whether, 


Ir 


fince it is allowed that they had it, this is not 
a very fair and natural Preſumption, that it was 


the common Belief of the People of God in thoſe 


Times? This you conſtantly deny ; and will 
have-it, that the Knowledge of a future State 


was communicated to the Patriarchs as a /þe- 


cial Pavour to be kept ſecret from the reſt of 
Mankind. But upon what Foot then, could 
Religion be maintained in the Old World? 
What the Effect of the Fall was we know. Man 
was doomed'to return to his Duft after a ſhort 
and troubleſome Life. No Encouragement, 


ſurely! in ſuch a Proſpect as this. And yet En- 


eouragement of one Kind or another there muſt 
have been. We ſerve neither Man nor God for 
naught, The Apoſtle tells us, Heb. xi. 6. that 
be that cometh to God muff believe that he is, and 
that he isa REWARDER of them that diligently 
feek bim: Which implies that to ſerve God 
whilſt we have no Proſpect of a Reward from 
him, is as unreaſonable to be expected, as it 
would be to ſerve him if we had no Belief of his 
Exiſtence, | That there was Religion in the old 
World we are certain. Sacrifices were the pub- 
lick Profeſſion of it; and Enoch and Noab are 
recorded to us as great and eminent Examples 
of Piety. To ſupport a common Religion there 
muſt have been ſome common Hope; and what 
was this Hope? Exemption from Death it could 
not be. God had given very early Proof of his 


Reſolution 
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Reſolution to execute that Part of the Curſe. in 
the Death of Abel, the firſt righteous Man that 
was ever born. Nor could it be Exemption from 
the Calamities of Life; which, as the Words of 
Lamech upon the Birth of Næab very plainly 
ſhew, lay alike upon the Good and the Bad, 
This ſame ſhall comfort us concerning our Work 
and Tail of our Hands, becauſe of the Ground 
which the Lord bath curſed. Gen. v. 29, If it 
be faid that theſe Words ſhew Lamech's Hope, 
that God would remove the Curſe denounced 
upon the Earth, and that #75 might alſo have 
been the general Hope of Mankind ; it may be 
admitted, But this Hope could not be the 
Foundation of the common Religion, becauſe it 
contained nothing peculiar to good Men. Whilſt 
the Curſe was upon the Earth it lay alike upon 
good and bad Men without Diſtinction ; and 
when it was to be removed, the Good and. Bad 
alike would be Sharers in the Benefit. But the 
Hope which ſupports Religion muſt be a * [ 
peculiar to the Good, as diſtinguiſhed from 
Bad ; and what could this Hope be, but that 
this State in which they could have no ſuch 
Hope, was not to be their 42%, and that if they 
had not their Reward in this World, they ſhould 
have it in another? Abel it is certain had not his 
Reward in this World. He pleaſed God, but 
he diſpleaſed his wicked Brother, who there- 
upon flew him ; which would have been a very 
bad Example to the Age in which he lived, if 
the common Notionhad been, that Death which 
ends all our Hopes here, leaves us nothing to = 
or 
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for hereafter, Go down to the Times of Abra- 
ham, and the Caſe will very little differ. Here 
indeed was a temporal Covenant given; but 
who were to have the Advantaye of it ? Why 
not Abraham himſelf, but his Poſterity, at the 
Diſtance of ſome Hundreds of Years. But what 
was this to HIM or to the then Generation ? 
Abraham at God's Call left his Kindred and his 
Father's Houſe, with no Hopes of ſettling in a 
better Country, but to be a Sojourner all his 
Days, and that in no very comfortable Way of 
living. This was his Virtue, And was it think 
you a ſufficient, was it a proper Recompence 


for this and all other Acts of heroic Piety which 


are recorded in his Hiſtory, that not He but 
his diſtant Poſterity ſhould be the better for it ? 
It will not help you to ſay that Abraham and 
the Heads of Families had the Knowledge of a 
future State communicated to them, unleſs you 
confeſs withal, that their Religion was grounded 
upon this Hope. But if you allow this, why 
do you confine this Knowledge to the Heads of 
Families? I hope it is not your Opinion that the 
Heads of Families only were to have Religion 
The Scripture mentions it as the Reaſon of 
God's great Kindneſs to Abraham, that he would 
command his Children and his Houſhold to keep 
the Way of the Lord, to do Fuftice and Fudg- 
ment. Gen, xviii. 19. But how Abraham could 
maintain Religion in his Family, without offer- 
ing the proper Encouragement to Religion, it is 
impoſſible to underſtand, | 


| This 
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This Obſervation which I have now men- 
tioned is not mine. It has been infiſted upon 
by the * beſt Writers who have treated upon 
this Subject, whom you have overlooked, as not 
worth your Notice, Overlooked did I fay? I muſt 
do you Juſtice. You have done the Objection the 
Honour to look it on the Face, and then ve- 
ry gallantly turned your Back upon it. The 
Paſſage I refer to is in p. 477, where ſpeaking of 
certain odly concurrent Prejudices that have ſerv- 
ed till now, [i. e. till You aroſe] to diſcredit one 
of the moſt momentous Truths that Revelation has 
to boaſt of. [viz. the Fewiſh Ignorance of a future 
State | You mention this as one, that thoſe who 
have been in the other Opinion “ thought it 
« incredible, that, whereas the Patriarchs — 
e were certainly favoured with the Revelation 
e of Man's Redemption, in which the Doctrine 
* of a future State is ſo eminently contained, 
* they ſhould not have communicated it to 
* their Poſterity and People.” As likewiſe, 
they could not conceive how a Religion could 
* be worthy of God which did not propoſe to 
« it's Followers a future State.” The hore o- 
ing Argument, Sir, takes in both theſe Preju- 
dices, as you are pleaſed to call them; and the 
one is the Foundation of the other. And what 
do You now ſay, to ſhew them to be Preju- 
dices, and nothing elſe ? Not one Word! Butif you 
would write to the Conviction of your Readers, 
it lies upon you to ſhew upon what Principle the 


* See in particular Dr. Sherkect's Immortality of the Soul. 
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common Religion in thoſe Times couldhave been 
ſupported, if the Doctrine of a future State was 
not the Subject of the common Belief ; an im- 
practicable Attempt, if you yourſelf are to be 


believed, who have told us in the ſtrongeſt 


Terms, that this Doctrine is efſentzal to Religion, 
I confeſs, Sir, it very much ſurprizes me (as I 
believe it does all Perſons who will conſider) to 
hear that when all Nations of the World had 
this Doctrine, the People of God aLons ſhould 
be without itz and that it ſhould never be re- 
vealed but to ſome fem particular Favourites, 
who were to keep it a Secret from the reſt of 
Mankind. You, Sir, I preſume will not deny 
that this Notion, in ſome Shape or other, pre- 
vailed among all Nations, (the moſt barbarous 
ſcarce excepted) from the remoteſt Antiquity, - 
How will you Account for this upon your Su 

poſition? Will you ſay that it was a mere poli: 


tick Invention of Legiſlators? No! You call it 


an impious Tenet *. Will you alledge that it was 
the Deduction of Natural Reaſon among the 
more wiſe and conſiderate, and encouraged by 
Legiſlators? Be it ſo. Did Revelation make 
the People-of God more ſtupid than the reft of 
Mankind? — But the proper Reflection to be 
made here is this: If the Knowledge of a future 
State be diſcoverable by natural Light, it is then 
a Knowledge naturally ſit for Man, and there- 
fore fit for him at all Times and in every Age ; 
and how is it then that you tell us, that this 
Doctrine when revealed to a few, was kept ſe- 
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cret from the many, as not yet fit for publick 
Diſcovery? Is the fame Truth t to be known, 
when conſidered as the Subject of natural En- 
quiry, and unſit to be known, when conſidered 
as the Subject of ſupernatural Revelation? | 
Theſe Things want great Explanation ; and 
'till they are explained, I ſhall take the Liberty 
to ſet it down as a very probable Opinion at leaſt, 
that this Doctrine was the common Belief of the 
People of God, from Adam to the Days of Abra- 
ham. Which admitted, it will likewiſe be as 
probable, that the Iſraelites brought this Doctrine 
with them into Egypt, and preſerved it till the 
Days of Mees. For by the Scripture it appears 
that in all the Time of their Bondage, they had 
not forgotten the Covenant made with their Fa- 
thers. When God appeared to Moſes in the 
burning Buſh, he made himſelf known to him 
by this Title, J am the God of Abraham, and 
the God of Iſaac, and the God of Jacob. Exod, 
ti. 6. Under the fame Title he is directed to 
make God known to his Brethren, Thou ſhalt 


ſay unto the Children of Iſrael, the Lord God of 


your Fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of 
Ifaac, and the God of Jacob, hath ſent me unto. 
you. Verſ. 15. All this implies that they were 
well acquainted with God's Covenant made with 
their Fathers; which had they not been, they 
would have been in no Condition to have put 
themſelves under Moſes as their Leader, who 
came to them in Quality of a Meſſenger of God, 
in Execution of that Covenant. 


' You 


5 they were as to their Manners and HW, ＋ but 
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| You tell us indeed that during their ſtay in 
, the Iſraelites were ALIENATED 
“ from the God of their Fathers,” p. 281. 80 


not as to their owning him for the true God, as 
you yourſelf confeſs. p. 393. Where you ſay, 
that their Defection from the God of Jrael, 
© wicked and abominable as it was, NEVER 
* conſiſted in their rejecting him as a 'F ALsE 
« God, but only in joining idolatrous Rites, 


and foreign Worſhip, to thoſe of the true 
« God.” And 2 400. you ſay farther, that 


&« in the Period immediately preceding their 
« Captivity | not before] they began to enter- 
* tain Doubts, concerning God's peculiar Re- 
* gard to them as his HOSEN People.” If then 
during their Stay in Egypt, they retained the 
Knowledge of the true God, and conſidered 
themſelves as his choſen People; they muſt have 
remembred the Covenant by which they were 
made ſuch, and the Hopes which their Forefa- 
thers had grounded upon it; the Hopes (Imean) 
of a future State; which they were ſo much the 


leſs likely to forget, as you tell us yourſelf that 


it was © a fundamental Maxim of the religi- 
* ous Policy of Egypt, to propagate by every 
«© Kind of Method, the Doctrine of a future 
« State of Rewards and Puniſhments, as the ne- 


« ceſſary Support of all Religion and Govern- 


r 
From what has been ſaid then we ſee, 
1. The Weakneſs and Inſufficiency of your 


Argument, that becauſe Moſes taught not the 
h Y | Doctrine 
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Doctrine of a future State, therefore. the People 
believed it not. For thus you reaſon, þ 461. 
e one might fairly conclude. that the People's 
« not having this Doctrine was a NECESSARY 
* CONSEQUENCE'of Moſes's nat teaching it, in a 
* Law which ſolemnly forbids the leaſt Addi- 


tion to the written-Inſtitution,” And in Fact, 


you have ſo concluded. For at the beginning 
of this, Section (p. 446—449.) having taken 
ſome Pains to prove (what is not diſputed) that 
the Sanctions of the Jeuiſb Law were fempo- 
ral only, and that the Doctrine of a future State 
had no Place in the Moſaic Inſtitutes; you 


'* preſume ſo much on the Privilege of com- 


*-mon Senſe, as*to ſuppoſe that your Reader 
e will grant without any more ado, that the 
* Doctrine of Life and Immortality w As Nor 
* YET KNOWN TO THE PEOPLE,” —lIt is 
very abſurd in you to argue (as you do here) that 
becauſe Moſes taught not this Doctrine in his 
Law, therefore he taught it not at all. But I 


go farther, and ſay, that admitting that Mojes 


never gave the leaſt Hint, or Intimation con- 
cerning it, your Concluſion will not hold. For 
it reſts upon this moſt falſe Preſumption, that 
it depended entirely upon Moſes's teaching or 
not teaching this Doctrine, whether the People 
did or did not believe it; or in other Words, 
that if they had it not from Moſes they could not 
have had it any where elſe. Suppoſe a Deiſt 


ſhould alledge, that the Iſraelites learned this 
Doctrine in Egypt, where alſo Moſes himſelf 
might have learned it: How would you prove 


the 
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the contrary ; ſince you confeſs the Egypt 


ian 
had it, and that it was the Policy of Egypr to 
propagate this Doctrine by all Methods? It will 
not avail you to reply, that the Mraelites re- 
e ſided among theſe Idolaters, fafe and un. 


% mixed, the Egyptians * numerous In- 


e ſtitutions forbid all Fellowſhip and Commu- 
* nication with all Strangers whatſoever, and 
* having beſides a particular Averſion to the 
* Profeſſion of this Family,” p. 342. For this 
notwithſtanding, you tell us (and it is true) that 
e they were prodigiouſly attached to the Idola- 
tries of Egypt. — had contracted all the fa- 
* ſhionable Habits of Egyyt— had polluted 
** themſelves with all Kinds of Egyptian Abo- 


“ minations — were violently carried away to 


* ALL the gorge and SUPERSTITIONS 
« of Egypt. p. 284. 291. 292. 346. T 
were 9 fach ill Neighbours. They 122 
ed from Egypt every thing that was bad; and 
could they not learn this one good Thing? — But, 
as I have ſhewn, there was no occafion for the 
Ifraelites to go to the Egyptians for this Doctrine. 
They might (for any Thing that you have prov- 
ed to the contrary) have had it by conſtant, un- 
interrupted Tradition, handed down to them by 
their Forefathers, who took it from the very 
original Source, from whence the Egyptians had 
it themſelves. This, in my Apprehenſion, is 
the moſt likely Account of the Matter, that the 
Doctrine of a future State was as old as Adam, 
as being the very Eſſence of the Covenant of 
Redemption, and being of equal Intereſt to all 
2 Mankind, 
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Mankind, was + propagated by his 
wherever they - ſettled and formed themſelves 
into civil Societies. And this will fully anſwer 
the remaining Part of your Objection, which is, 
that the Law of Moſes ** forbad the leaſt Ad- 
% tion to the written Inſtitutes.” Were it as 
certain that the Jews had no Knowledge of the 
Doctrine of a future State, before Moſes ſpake 
to them, as it is true that the Sanctions of his 
Law are purely temporal ; and had the Caſe 
been, that Moſes introduced this Doctrine upon 
his own Authority, as an additional Sanction, 
he would then have added to the written Inſti- 
tutes. But upon the Suppoſition that Maſes found 
them in Paſſeſion of this Doctrine, in Conſe- 
quence of a former Covenant; what Moſes hath 
faid in Teſtimony to this Doctrine, be it little, or 
be it much, is no more an Addition to the Law, 
than if he had taught them Arithmetick, Geo- 
metry, or any other Science, in which the EV 
ſence and Conſtitution of the Law hath nothing 
to do. Little indeed it is, very little that Moſes 

hath ſaid upon this Subject. And | 
2. We now ſee the Reaſon why, As an au- 
tborized Miniſter, he had nothing to do with it. 
For the explaining this let it be obſerved, that 
the Covenant made with 4braham, had * two 
Parts; one, the Promiſe of a Seed that was to 
be a Bleſſing to all Nations, which was the /þ:- 
ritual Covenant ; the other the Promiſe of the 
Land of Canaan, to Abraham's Poſterity, which 
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was the temporal Covenant. Of this J Cove- 
nant Moſes was the Miniſter ; but the Accom- 
liſhment of the , was reſerved to be the 
Work of a much greater Perſon than he. I ſay 
the Accompliſbment of the firſt ; for this Branch 
of the Covenant was /o far opened to Mankind 
from the beginning, as to convey that Hope 
which ſhould be proper to lay the Foundation 
of a reaſonable Worſhip, as I have juſt now ar- 
gued. But the full Munife eftation of it, was re- 
ſerved for the Son of God, who was to appear 
in the Fleſh, when, by the Execution of the 
temporal Covenant, a People ſhould be raiſed uy 
to prepare the Way for his Reception. To 
this Purpoſe, (to wit, for the Execution of the 
temporal Covenant) Moſes was ſent. And what 
had he now to do as to the ſpiritual Covenant? 
Plainly notbing but to ſave it in the Condition 
in which he found it, i. e. under that Degree of 
Light, whatever it was, which the Providence 
of God had thought fit to give concerning it, by 
the Revelations made to the Fathers, till fach 
time as that Prophet ſhould ariſe, whoſe Pro- 
vince it was to be to explain it more perfecti 
And this is what Moſes has moſt punctually and 
exactly performed. For look into the four laſt 
Books oft he Pentateuch, and you will find no- 
thing but what relates to the temporal Cove- 
nant. And in the Book of Geneſis, which i 
a Hiſtory of God's Providence from the Creation 
to his own Times; he records the Covenant 
indeed in both it's Parts ; as the one was the 


Foundation of his own Miffion, the _ of 
ir 
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their fature Hopes: But ſtill he keeps within his 
own Limits, nor takes Notice of any Matters, 
that were the proper Subject of the ſpiritual. 
Covenant, any farther than to point out the 
Faith already received, and to which God i 
former Times had given public Teftimony; whic 
any ordinary Hiſtorian might have done as well 
as he. For this Reaſon, Sir, I muſt be of Opi- 
nion, that the common Account why Moſes has 
hid fo little of a future State, viz. That the Peg- 
ple had been ſo well inſtructed by the Patri archs, 
that he had no NEED t ſay more, and which at 
b. 452. you treat with great Contempt, is a very 
2 Account. For Rh Wehe no — 4 
tlority to teach the Dgctrine of a future State as 
being no Part of his Miſſion; yet in the Quality 
of an Hiſtorian, he might have recorded whe 
vas the ancient Faith as minutely as he had pleaſed, 
and had he found that Doctrine loſt among his 
Brethren, it is highly probable he would have 
been more circumſtantial, and (which he cer- 
tainly might have done, without exceeding 
the Bounds of his Commiſſion) have made Uſe 
of all the weight that ancient Authorities could 
give; to call them back again. But upon Sup- 
poſition: that the ancient Faith ſtill ſubſiſted a- 
mong them in it's ul Vigour, it was much more 
natural for him to give thoſe few diſtant Hints 
which he has given, than needful for him to ſay 
more; as no Hiſtorian chuſes to burden his Hiſ- 
tory with Things familiarly known and under- 
ſtood in the Times in which he writes. If you 


can (hew this to be a weak Evaſion, ſhew it; 
WY - but 


. — 
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but you have not ſhewn it yet, but taken it up 
upon a Preſumption that you have proved (what 
you have not proved) that Moſes was fludiouſly 
cautious on this Head ; which Opinion (fond as 
you are of it) is the very /aff that my common 
Senſe will ow me to come into, 
I ſhould hope it may now a to be a 
probable Suppoſition, that the Tfoclites in Ms. 
ſers Time were in Poſſeſſion of the Doctrine 
of a future State, by ancient Tradition handed 
down from their Forefathers. I ſay, Sir, pro- 
able: I go no farther. Probability in this Caſe 
is enough for me, and a great deal too much for 
you; for where there is only a bare Poſſibility 
on one ſide of a Queſtion ; Demonſtration, on 
the other, can never ſtand, But this Argument - 
will receive great Confirmation, and it will be a 
thorough Confutation of your Scheme, ſhould 
any Evidence be found in the Old Teſtament, 
to prove that the Doctrine of a future State was 
the Faith of the Fewiſb Church, in the Times 
ſuccecding Moſes and before any new Revelations 
of it were given; for upon this Foot that Faith 
will be reſolvable into nothing elſe but the an- 
tient Tradition as yet ſubſiſting. It will be pro- 
per therefore to go down to the Times lower 
than Moſes, and ſee how this Caſe ſtands. 
If a Man that had never read the Bible ſhould 
read your Repreſentation of it, he would be apt 
to conclude that there are no Marks or Traces 
of it to be found, For you tell us, that thongh 
*© the Bible contains a very circumſtantial Hil- 
e tory of this People from the Time of Moſes 
: | 1 « tg 
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* to the Time of the Captivity. Not only a 
{© Hiſtory of publick Occurrences, but of private 
« Adventures in the Lives of particular Perſons, 
« of both Sexes, and of all Ages, Stations, Cha- 
* raters and Complexions.— Vet in none of 
© theſe different Circumſtances of Life; in 
* none of theſe various Caſts of Compoſition.do 
ve ever find any of them acting on the Mo- 
e tives, or influenced by the Proſpect. of a fu- 
ture State; or indeed expreſſing the leaſt Hopes 
* or Fears, or common Curioſity concerning 
* it.” Upon which you aſk —— © Is it poſſi- 
* ble. to conceive that — the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State of Reward and Puniſhment ſhould 
e never once appear to have had any Share in 
the Peoples thoughts, if indeed it made Part 
* of their religious Opinions?“ p. 462. 463. 
Why truly, Sir, there is a Dyficulty in conceiv- 
ing it. And yet were the Caſe as you have re- 
preſented it, I ſhould not venture to call it 
DEMONSTRATION: | Mere negative Proofs are 
of all others the moſt uncertain, and conclude 
either ſomething or nothing, as Circuſtances may 
be. But Sir, 1am afraid you have exaggerated 
the Matter a little, What? None acting upon 
the Motives or influenced by the Proſpect of a 
future State! None expreſſing the leaſt Hopes or 
Fears, or Curiofity concerning it! This we ſhall 
ſee by and by. But before I begin, there is one 
Point that muſt be ſettled with you. 

' You tell us, p. 480. that “ as your Poſition 
ig, that a future State of Reward and Puniſh- 
m: ntwas not taught in . 
C 4 cc 
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« all Texts brought to prove the Knowladge of 
*© itafter the Time of David are nothing to the 
* Purpoſe. For what was known after this 
* Time could not ſupply the want through ſo 
% many Ages up to Moſes.” Or, as you have 
repeated it in your ſecond Edition, p. 483. 
* What was known after this Time, could not 
« ſupply the want of what. was unknowen for ſo 
* many Ages before. This therefore (add you) 
** puts all the prophetic Writings out of the 
** Queſtion ;” which is fuck Reaſoning as I 
cannot underſtand. The Queſtion is, What 
was the Faith of the ancient Jemiſb Church, 
from the Time of Moſes, till ſuch Time as new 
Revelations concerning a future State came in. 
I take this Period juſt as you yourſelf have ſtated 
it, i. e. from Moſes to the Captivity, or there · 
abouts; for then it was, as 50% ſuppoſe; that 
new Light brake in, and that the Doctrine of a 
future State began to open itſelf by the Teaching 
of the Prophets. Be it then, Sir, that the pra- 
phetick Writings are out of the Queſtion; it is 
moſt evident that the preceding ſacred Writers, 
whether before or after David, are not out of 
the Queſtion, You ſay that from Meſes to the 
Time of the Prophets, the Doctrine of a ſuture 
State 2was not known among the People of the 
Fews. Is it not a direct Confutation of this No» 
tion if Evidence can be produeed at any Time 
within that Period that it was known? Surely 
it is! And give me leave to obſerve, Sir, that 
ſuch Texts will be evidence, not only to, the 
Age to which they refer, but for the Ages freced- 


| ing, 
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2 upwards as bigh as Nee. For it being 


that no Revelations of this Sort were 
— ' between -Mo/es and the Prophets, or at 
leaſt none for general uſe, it will be very difficult 
(as I have juſt: now hinted) to aſcribe this Know- 
ledge to any thing, but the current, ancient Tew 
dition. 1. 
— th the Ang nt. 
firſt Principle, that 
the ancient Fews did believe that the Soul 
lived after the Body was dead; a Point fo un- 
conteſtably-/ clear che Old Teſtament, 
that you have admitted it yourſelf as we have 
already ſeen: The Story of Saul's going to the 
Witch at Endor to fetch up the Soul of dead 
Samuel, recorded 1 Sam. xxviti. this to 
have been the prevailing Opinion, And to this 
we are to refer alt thoſe Paſſages (of which there 
ae a great many) where Death is deſcribed/b 
giving up the Ghoſt; where Men are faid ts 
gathered unto their Fathers; and to this like- 
wife David. moft plainly alludes 2 Sam: x27. , 
upon the Death of the Child of his adul- 


where 
terous Bed, he ſays, I ſhall go to him, but: he 
ſoall not return to me. You ae pled to df 


pute the Meaning of one of thefe Phraſes, that of 
being gathered: unto his Fathers. p. 555. 556. 1 
think, Sir, you might have well ſpared your Pains. 
You cannot deny that to underſtand the Phraſe, 
as referring to this Notion, yields a very juſt 
and pertinent Senſe ; and ſince you have allow- 
ed that the Jews had this Notion, to what pur- 
poſe. was it to ſtrain your Invention to find out 
another 
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another Meaning? Paſſing then this by, and 

accepting what you have fo freely admitted, 
that the Jews did believe the ſeparate Exiſtence 
of the Soul, I from hence conclude, that they. 
did believe a future State in the Senſe now con- 
tended for. You tell us indeed, that though 
the ancient eus believed the ſeparate Exiſtence 
of the Soul, yet they © had not any intereſting 
c Speculations concerning its State of Separa- 
tion.“ How is this proved? Why thus: 
The Book of Eccleſiaſtes which ſpeaks the 
<© Sentiments of the Jews at that time [has theſe 
% Words] Who knoweth the Spirit of a Man that 
« goeth upward, and the Spirit of a Beaſt that 
% goeth dumward to the Earth, Chap. iii. 21. 
« And again, Then ſhall the Duſt return to the 
s earth as it was, and the Spirit ſhall return to 
e God who gave it, Chap. xii. 7. Yet this 
* Writer—ſays at the ſame time, But the Dead 

© KNOW NOT ANY THING, neither have 
ce they any more a REWARD for the Memory of 
« them is forgotten, Chap. ix. 5. p. 474, 475: 
This is the whole of what you ſay to prove 

that . the Jeus had no — Speculations 
concerning the Sou] in it's ſtate of ſeparate Ex- 
iſtence, but ſimply concluded, that it return- 
% to him who gave it; viz. that the ſame 
Authority which aſſures us that the Soul did re- 
turn to God, hath told us alſo that the Dead 
have no Reward. But ſuppoſe, Sir, it ſhould ap- 
pear (as it ill appear hereafter): that the mean- 
ing of the facred Writer, when he ſays that the 
Dead have no Reward, was not to ſay any thing 
= in 
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in ation from the Doctrine of a future 
State of Reward? Why then this curious Di- 
ſtinction will ſtand unſupported by any Proof at 
all! But it is too material a Point to be ſuffered 


to paſs upon your bare Word. Proved it nt 


be; and before you undertake it a ſecond time, 
I defire you would pleaſe to explain a little what 
fort of Exiſtence with God that muſt be in which 
a Man has no — and in what . 06s Re- 
ſpect the Soul of Man that goeth rd, would, 
— this Suppoſition, differ — Soul of 
a Beaſt that periſheth. It ſeems to me by much 
too cold an Interpretation of the Phraſe returning 
to God, to ſuppoſe that it imports no more than 
a ſimple Exiſtence with God. He that goes 10 

God, muſt go to him for ſomething ; and what 


/ ſhould this be but to receive the Reward of his 
; doings? Solomon himſelf hath explained it in 


this Senſe but a few Verſes after, God ſhall bring 
every Work into JUDGMENT, with every ſecret 
Thing, whether it be good, or whether it be bad, 
Eccleſ. xii. 14. We meet with the ſame Sen- 
timent, chap. iii. 16, 17. where having com- 
plained how unequally Men are dealt with in 
this World; that W:ickedneſs was in the Place of 
Judgment, and Iniquity in the Place of Righte- 
ouſneſs, he refers himſelf to the next World as 
where all this would be ſet right. God ſhall 
JUDGE the Righteous and the Wicked, for there is 
a time THERE for every Purpoſe and for every 
Work. This ſhews that the Notion of a ſepa- 
rate State in thoſe Times was not the Notion of 
2 State of /imple Exiſtence, but of a State of 

| Reward; 
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Reward ; and it farther appears from Provttbs 
x. 32. The Withed is driven away in h 
= ecketdneſs, but the Righteout bath no in. 
#5 Death. You indetd interpret this Paſſage: 
as fignifying only that the [Righteous hath: 
hope that he ſhall be delivered from the moſt 
: inmminem Dangers;” p. 566. and in ſup- 
port of this Interpretation you refer us. to Pfal. 
XXXiiz, 19. and lvi. 13. But theſe Paſſages ate 
nothing to your purpoſe. In che firſt of theſe 
Places the Pfalmiſt fays, that the Eyes of the: 
Lord is upon them that fear: him, to deliver their 
Soul from Death. In the latter he thanks God 
that he HAD delivered his Soul from Death, But 
to be delivered FROM Death, and to have Hope 
IN Death, are very different Things. To have 
Hope in Death, ſignifies to have Hope 47 the 
Time of Death: And this muſt be Hope in 
ſomething after Death; for when Death comes, 
, all Hopes from this World are at an End, There 
ate not wanting, I confeſs, who have interpret- 
ed Death here as fignifying worldy Afiidtrons 
of the greater Kind, But this is plainly de- 
parting from the literal to a figurative Mea 
ing; a Liberty which you will never allow 
when it will do your Cauſe any Diſſervice. You 
have followed this Interpretation becauſe it beſt 
fuits your Purpoſe, but you give no Reaſon for 
it. An eaſy way of anfwering Difficulties, and 
very familiar to you, It is thus that you rid 
yourſelf of another Paſſage, Eccleſ. xi. 9. Re- 
force O young Man in thy Youth, and let this 
Heart cheer thee in the Days of thy COP 
| 20 
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know thou that for all theſe Things God will bring 
thee into Fudgment. That is (fay You) God 
« will certainly puniſh thy Offences either in 
thy own Perſon or in thy Poſterity,” p. 567. 
Thus you dogmatize. But why 7th:s Interpre- 
tation rather than the other ? There is nothing 
in the Context which ties the Notion of Fudg- 
ment down merely to temporal Judgment. But 
it favours your Hypothefis, and that is enough. 
Let us now go to the Book of Pſalms, which 
being a Compoſition of the devotional Kind, we 
may there expect to find more of this Matter. 
Nor will our Expectation fail us. I offer, in 
the firſt Place, to your Confideration the whole 
39th Palm which is penned in ſuch a Strain, 
that if a Chriſtian ſhould deſire to ſhew his 
Conviction of the Vanity of this Life, and his 
Hopes of a better, he could not do it in more 
appoſite Terms; for which Reaſon the Church 
of England has thought fit to make uſe of it as 
a Part of the burial Office. It appears that Da- 
vid, when he compoſed this Palm, was in great 
Diſtreſs, and that his Affairs, in all human Ap- 
pearance, were almoſt deſperate. Full of theſe 
melancholy and deſponding Thoughts he breaks 
out (ver. 4.) and fays; Lord make me to know 
mine End, and the Meaſure of my Days, what 
it is, that I may know how frail I am. Behold 
thou haſt made my Days as an Hand breadth, 
and mine Age is as nothing before thee ; verily 
every Man at his beſt State is altogether Vanity. 
Surely every Man walketh in a vain Shadow, and 
diſquieteth himſelf in a vain Shew ; he heap- 
2 1 eth 
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not upon any Thing in this World, but, y 
0 


eth up Riches, and knoweth not who ſhall gather 
them. We muſt obſerve here that the Com- 
plaint lies not ſingly againſt his own particular 


Circumſtances of Life, but againſt human Life 


in general, which in its BEsT Eſtate he declares 


to be but a vain and empty Sbew. Therefore 


he ſays (ver. 7.) that he places his Confidence, 


n 
Gop only. And now Lord, what wait I for 
My Hop 1s In TyEs. What is that Hope 


which a Man can have in God, abſtracted from 
all Truſt in the Bleſſings and Comforts of this 
Life? Can it relate to any Thing but the Hap- 
. pineſs of a Life to come? It cannot. Vet ſtill 


prays for Deliverance from his preſent Af- 


flictions, not becauſe his Hopes lay here, but 
that wicked Men might not take a Handle from 
his Afflictions 1 him, and in bim the 


Providence of Deliver me from all my 
Tranſgreſſions, and make me not the Reproach of 
the fooliſh, ver. 8. Thoſe who look no farther 
than this World, would naturally be apt to 


judge him by his Lot in this World; but he 
calls them fool;/þ for ſo doing; which implies 


that his Hopes extended to another. And this 


he ſpeaks plainly, ver. 12. I am à Stranger with 


thee, and a Sojourner as all my Fathers were. 
That David here calls himſelf and his Fathers 


Strangers and Sojourners, in reference to the 


next World, is exceeding clear, from the whole 


Scope of this Meditation * ; and therefore in the 
* See 1 Chron xxix. 15. where it is immediately fubjoined— 


- axr Days on EARTH are 4 @ Shadow, &. 


next 
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next Verſe he very naturally falls upon the men- 
tion of his Death, and prays to God to give him 
time to prepare himſelf for it. O fare me, that 
I may recover Strength before I GO HENCE AND 

BE NO MORE, | 
There is another Pfalm inſerted in the ſame 
Office (not leſs pertinent becauſe it is aſcribed 
to Moſes) I mean the goth, where after a lively 
Deſcription of the Shortneſs and Vanity of hu- 
man Life, the Pſalmiſt concludes with this ſe- 


rious Addreſs to God; ſ teach us to number our 


Days that we may apply our Hearts to w1sDoM, 
ver. 12. What is that V 1;/dom which the Short- 
neſs of human Life directs us to, if you ſuppoſe 
that nothing is to come after Death? Why not 
the Wiſdom which Religion teacheth, but which 
this World teacheth ; which ſurely! is not what 
the Pſalmiſt meant. I wonder therefore, Sir, 
that You, when you undertook (as you fay, 
p. 568.) to examine ALL the Paſſages of 
* Moment that you could ever hear of objected 
* to the Opinion that a future State of Reward 
e and Puniſhment ” was not the Belief of the 
ancient Jews, ſhould not think theſe Paſlages 
worth your Notice. Of as little Moment as 
you may eſteem them, I am perſuaded that had 
you read ſuch Diſcourſes in any Chriſtian Au- 
thor, you would preſently have concluded that 
he was talking of a Life to come, and the Re- 
wards of it; and I am as fully convinced that 
you would have made the fame Concluſion 
bere, if you had not had a Cauſe to ſerve that 
would not ſtand with it, Nor let it be object- 

ed 
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48 Dilſerration on the Faith. >. 
ed that ſuch Paſſages in a Chtiſtian Writer 
would be an Evidence of his Belief of a future 
State, becauſe it is otherwiſe known and con- 
ſeſſed, that Chriftians do believe a future State; 
not ſo in a Jewiſh Writer, becauſe it is a Point 
diſputed whether the Jews held any. ſuch Belief 
or not. For it js thus far confeſſed that the 
eus did believe a future State, that they be- 
lieyed that the Soul ſurvived the Body in a State 
of ſeparate Exiſtence ; only you pretend that 
they had no intereſting Speculations concerning 
the Soul in that State of Separation. But. you 
have not yet proved that the Jews had no inte- 
reſting. Speculations concerning the Soul in its 
| ſeparate State of Exiſtence ; nor (permit me to 
fay) will you ever be able to prove it by any 
Evidence equal to that which ariſes from. the 
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ut Paſſages I have mentioned to ſhew the contrary, 
[ROLES You muſt rut me a little for this, till I come 
[| q. to your negative Proofs, which I ſhall be ſure 
| g! not to forget, | 4-14 
KANE Near akin to theſe is Plalm xvi. where David 
9 . firſt of all thanks God for his Mercies towards 
— 49 him. The Lord is the Portion of mine Inberi- 
* i | tance and my Cup : thou maintaineſt my Lat. 
1 The Lines are fallen upon me in pleaſant Places, 
Bb | | Yea, I have a goodly Heritage, I will bleſs the 
Mol Lord,—ver. 5, 6,7. Next he profeſſes his own 
* 15 Integrity, and the Confidence he had from hence 
0 1 that God would continue his Mercy and loy- 
1 0 ing Kindneſs to him. I have ſet the Lord ab 
Way FR  wways before me; becauſe he is at my Right Hand 
Wl T fhall not be moved. Therefore my Heart 
0 | | 9 
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glad, and my Glory rejorceth. —— Thus far 
he is conſidering his wor/dly Condition. Then 
he proceeds and ſays —— My Fleſh alſo ſhall 
reſt in Hope. For thou wilt not leave my 
Soul in Hell, neither wilt thou ſuffer thine 
holy One to ſee Corruption, ver. 8, 9, 10. St. 
Peter has claimed this Paſſage as relating to 
Chriſt's Reſurrection, Acts ii. 25, — 29. i. e. in 
a ſecondary Senſe. But as David is here ſpeak- 
ing of himſelf; to bim it muſt refer in ſomo 
Senſe or other, The Point is in what Senſe? 
Does it relate to his Hopes in this World, or 
in the next? To the latter moſt plainly. The 
11th Verſe proves it. Thou wilt ſhew me the 


Path of Life; in thy Preſence is Fulneſs f 
Joy, and at thy Right Hand there are Pleaſures 


for euermore. To be in the Preſence of God, or 
at his Right Hand, and there enjoy everlafting 
Pleaſures ; are Expreſſions by much too great 
to deſcribe any worldly Happineſs. And this 
will direct us to underſtand, the leaving bis Soul 
in Hell, and ſigfering him to ſee Corruption, as 
relating to his /y;ng down in the Grave; and the 
Path of Life as ſignifying the Way to eternal. 
Happineſs. Whether David underſtood that his 


Body was to ariſe after Death, I do not take upon 


me to determine at preſent. But the Expreſſion 
cannot import leſs than this; that God would 
not ſuffer him finally to periſh, but preſerve him 
to taſte and enjoy thoſe Pleaſures at his Right 
Hand, which he hath laid up for them that 
obey him. | 


D. Fm 


ro. A Diſſertation on the Faith 


This Paſſage is one of thoſe you have thought 


fit to take Notice of. And what do you fay to 
it? Why you tell us that the Meaning of it is, 
that God would not ſuffer David to fall im- 
© maturely, as was the certain Lot of the Tranſ- 
e greſſors of the Law; and that walking in the 
*« Law of God is the higheſt Pleaſure as well as 
«© Security.” But conſcious to yourſelf that 
this Interpretation falls ſhort of the nataral Force 
of the Words, you immediately add — © all 
* which is expreſſed in Terms ſo magnificent, 
« As SHEWS this Pſalm to have a ſpiritual as 


well as /iteral Meaning.“ And a little after 


you ſay of this and ſome other of the Paſlages in 
the Old Teſtament that are commonly urged 
to prove that the ancient Jews believed the Doc- 
trine of a future State, that they © are expreſſed 
* by the Holy Spirit in ſuch a Manner as makes 
„ it XOW MOST EVIDENT that they have like- 
« wiſe a higher and ſublimer Meaning,” p. 564, 
568. I think, Sir, that you have here granted 
all that I have occaſion to aſk. The high, ſub- 
lime, ſpiritual Meaning which you ſay is con- 
tained in theſe Paſſages, can be no other than 
what I am contending for, the Doctrine of a 
Future State; and if (as you ſay) this Meaning 
is now moſt evident from the very Force of the 
Terms in which the Pſalmiſt has expreſſed him- 
ſelf; it muſt have been moſt evident at rhe 
time when theſe Pſalms were penned ; unleſs 
you will ſay that the Jeus underſtood the 
Force of their own Language leſs than we do, 
I do not ſuppoſe that the ancient Jeu root 

5 bt their 


. 


| £7 
of the ancient Jewiſh Church, &c. 51 
It their Belief of a future State from theſe Paſ- 
0 ſages, or any other Paſſages in the Writings of 
55 theſe Times. As David expreſſed his own Senſe 
” in theſe Paſſages, ſo he expreſſed the current 
” Senſe of the *Jew!/ſh Church; which I have as 
much Reaſon to ſay as you had to ſay, that So- 
Wl /mon ſpake the common Sentiments of the 
a Jews, when he taught the ſeparate Exiſtence of 
ce the Soul in his Book of Ecclefiaſtes. 

I will mention one Paſſage more of like Im- 
15 port with the former, P/al. xlix. 12—1 5. where 
a the Pſalmiſt ſpeaking of wicked Men, ſays, they 
* are like the Beaſts that periſp—lile Sheep they 
are laid in the Grave, Death ſhall feed on them, 
ed and the Upright ſhall have Dominion over them 
„ni the Morning. — But God will redeem my Soul 
ed from the Power of the Grave, for he ſhall re- 
iS i cerve me. Upon which Paſſages you comment 
& BW thus. *© The Meaning is—that the Wicked 
4, © ſhould be untimely cut off and deſtroyed in 
ed * the Morning, that is, by the Judgment of 
ab- e the Law, which was adminiſtred in the 
N- WU © Morning Hour; but that his Life, and the 
an i © Life of the Upright ſhould be prolonged,” 
4p. 565. But ſurely, Sir, this is not the Senſe 
0g that was intended in this Paſſage. It is very 
the remarkable that the Pſalmiſt introduces this 
m- i Diſcourſe as what (not the Jeus only, but) 
the AI Men were concern'd to attend to. Hear 
els W 7his all ye People, give ear ALL ye Inhabitants 
the or ruf WorLD; high and lou, rich and poor 
do. ¶ together. My Mouth ſhall beak of Wiſdom, and 
the Meditation of my Heart ſhall be of Under- 
ba D 2 landirg. 
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1 ſtanding. What is the Leſſon he is now going 
1 to teach? Why that good Men ſhould not de- 
Fj pond under Afflictions, nor be offended at the 
q Proſperity of the Wicked. Wherefore ſhould I 
1 (i. e. wherefore ſhould the Righteous) fear in the 
bo Days of Evil, when the Iniquity of my Heels 
| ſhall compaſs me about, or when God ſhall cor- 
1 rect me for the Tranſgreſſions of my Life? Ver. 
5 5. Be not thou afraid when one is made rich, 
| when the Glory of his Houſe is increaſed ; for 
L : when he dieth he ſhall carry nothing away, bis Glo- 
5 ry. ſhall not deſcend after him, Ver. 16, 17. But 
It what ſhall be the End of ſuch Men? Why, 
| they will be ile the Beaſts that periſh; they 


\ ſhall [ze in the Grave, and Death ſhall feed an 
* them. It is plain that theſe Words deſcribe the 
16 State of bad Men after Death. - To make the 
1 Oppoſition juſt, therefore, the Words following 


ö muſt deſcribe the State of good Men aſter Death; 
ü But God ill redeem my Soul (i. e. the Souls of 
|| the Righteous) from the Power of the Grave, 
i; for he ſhall receive me. And what are we to 
* learn from this different Account of the End 


Il of good and bad Men but this; that whilſt theſe 
fl are left under the Power of Death, eſtranged 
| from God; Zhoſe ſhall go to God, and be received 
to thoſe Plłaſures which are at his Right Hand? 
| Yov interpret theſe Words as importing only 
that the Life of the Upright ſhall be pre/ervedand 
prolonged. Poor Conſolation indeed if they ate 
to be preſerved to know yet more Sorrow] Or 
if they are preſerved for better Days; ſtill if it 
be but for a bort Space (and ſhort, very thort. 
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is the Jonge/t) it will contain but a very av 
Senſe. Wicked Men ſhall be left under the 
Power of Death for ever——The Righteous 
ſhall have reſpite for a ſhort Space, and then 
pals to a State of Exiſtence which nothing con- 
cerns them. Thus ſtands the Reckoning accord- 
to your Account. But how jejune, and with- . 
out Taſte is this! You obſerve that Life or Re- 
* demption is not here oppoſed to Miſery and 
“ Torments.” Expreſly it is not. But your 
Inference will not hence follow, that there- 
fore Life muſt ſignify a Life here on Earth.” 
For Life in a future State with God, is rightly 
oppoſed both to a State of abſolute Non- exiſtence, 
and to Exiſtence in a State of Separation from 
God. As living with God is certainly a moſt 
happy State; one can hardly imagine but living 
without him muſt be a very miſerable one. 

I have ſelected the chief of ſuch Texts as peak 
moſt directly to the Point in Queſtion, and have 
given what I apprehend to be the Tang = Inter- 
pretation of them; not denying that they have 
their Ob/curities, which have led different Writers 
to different Sentiments concerning them, I very 
willingly allow you that the general Turn of the 
Book of P/alms has an Aſpect upon temporal 
Things; and that there are very few Paſſages 
which feak the Writers of them to have had 
any farther Hopes; which will appear very 
ſtrange to thoſe, who judge of the Spirit of theſe 
Compoſitions by what they fee of Compoſitions 
of the fame Kind under the Goſpel Diſpenſa- 
tion, But ſuch ſhould conſider that the Au- 
D 3 thors 
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hors of this Book (and of all the other Books 
in the Old Teſtament) lived in the Age of the 
temporal Covenant, when God had made him- 
ſelf known to them under the Character of their 
temporal Deliverer and Protector; and what 
wonder is it in ſuch a Caſe, that (ſince temporal 
Happineſs or Miſery lye neareſt us, and afte& 
us moſt) they ſhould make it the principal Sub- 
ject of their Devotions? If a Chriſtian ſhould 
pray for temporal Things any farther than in 
general Terms for what is neceſſary for the Bo- 
dy, it would be offenſive. The Reaſon. is that 
Chriſt was the Miniſter of the /þ:ritual Cove- 
nant, and hath given us Directions to ſeeꝶ the 
Kingdom of God and his Righteoufneſs. But 
God had undertaken with the People of the 
Ferws for temporal good Things, as the Condi- 
tion of their obeying the Law given by Moſes; 
therefore it was but correſpondent to the Diipen- 
ſation they were under, ch:efly to be attentive: to 
God's Dealing in this reſpect, as what the very 
Covenant itſelf had taught them would be the 
fir/t, immediate, Concern of his Providence on 
their Behalf. But yet as there was a ſpiritual 
Covenant ſubſiſting together with the temporal, 
of which they were alſo Heirs, and which held 
forth to them Hopes of another Kind; there 
is Evidence enough to ſhew that the wiſer and 
better part of the eus had theſe Hopes in view, 
For. to mention one thing more; 


>. 


It is very certain that God's temporal Cove- 
nant concerned the Jews, and them only. The 
Nations at large had no Intereſt in it. And yet 
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the Nations (i. e. all Mankind without excep- 
tion) are in the Book of P/alms expreſly men- 
tioned as the Subjects of the righteous Fudg- 
ment of God. The Lord loveth Righteouſneſs 
and Fudsment — from the Place of his Habita- 
tion he looketh upon ALL the Inhabitants of the 
EARTH — be confidereth all their Works, Pal.” 


- XXXil1.'5, 14, 15. To what end? Does God 


ſtand as an idle Spectator of the Works of Men? 
No; he confidereth their Works in order to 
bring them to JupGMENT ; fo ſays Pal. ix. The 
Lord ſhall endure for ever; he hath prepared his 
Throne for Judgment, and he ſhall judge THE 
WokLD in Righteouſneſs, he ſhall miniſter Fudg- 
ment to the People in Uprightneſs, Ver. 7,8. So 
Plalm xvii. 4. Lei the NAT1oNs be glad and ſing 
for Foy, for thou ſhalt judge the Pal. righteouſly. 
Again, Pſal. xcvi. Fear before the Lord ALL THE 
EaRTH. Say among the HEATHEN that the Lord 
reigneth—he ſhall judge the People righteouſly. 
Let the Heavens rejoice and let the Earth be glad 
before the Lora, for he cometh to judge THE 
EARTH ; he ſhall judge Tus Won lp with Righte- 
ouſneſs, and the People with his Truth. Had this 
been ſaid of the Jeiſh Nation only, no doubt 
I ſhould hear for anſwer that it relates to fem- 
poral Judgment, which was adminiſtred among 
them with perfect Exactneſs. But was the Caſe 
the ſame every where elſe? No; your very 
contending for an equal Providence among that 
People, as diſtinguiſhed from the reſt of Man- 
kind, carries with it a Confeſſion that every where 
eſe it was adminiftred unequally; and in 
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Fact we find it fo to be. With what Truth BYE 
could God, as univerſal Governor, be ſet forth 
as judging in Righteouſueſs, and miniſtring true, 
that is, equal ſudgment but in reference to ano- 
ther World, where he is to act as univerſal 
Judge ; The Iſraelites were a Scourge to ſome 


of the Nations by the juſt Judgment of God. 


But theſe were but a Handful in compariſon to 
the whole Earth whereof Gad is declared to 
be the Judge, and with reſpect to this Judg- 
ment it is ſaid, Pſal. Ixii. 12, that he will ren- 
der to EvERYy MAN according to his Work ; 

which if be doth not, he Joth not. judge. the 
World in Righteouſneſs. Read the goth Pſalm, 


where you will find God's general Judgment 


deſcribed in ſuch appoſite — that even the 
Goſpel itſelf ſcarce ſpeaks any thing plainer. 


The mighty God, even the Lord hath ſpoken and 


called Tus EARTH from the rifing 25 the Sun to 
the going down thereof. Our God ſhall come and 
ſhall net keep Silence ; a Fire ſhall devour befere 
him, and it ſhall be very tempeſiuous round about 
him. He ſhall call to the Heavens from above, 
and to THE EARTH that he. may judge his People, 
Could the Jeus read this, and not think of a 
future Judgment ? Was there any thing in any 
Period of the temporal Covenant, that literally 
anſwered to this Deſcription ? If you think 
there was, pray be ſo Rind as to ſhew it me. 
Theſe which I have now ſet down are the 
principal Traces of the Doctrine of a future 
State, that I can find in the Ages between Mo- 
ſts and the 9 I ſhall only obſerve far- 
ther, 
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ther, that as in the Ages before Moſes there was a 


viſible Example of the Execution of God's Provi- 


dence in reference to a future State, in the Tranſ- 
lation of Enoch; ſo in the Ages after Moſes there 
was a like Example in the Tranſlation ot Elijab. 
Againſt the Clearneſs of this Fact, as it is recorded 


in the Old Teſtament, you have no Exception: 


and the Story is indeed very circumſtantial. 
There appeared a Chariot of Fire, and Horſes of 
Fire, and Elijah went up by a Whirkoind into 
Heaven. 2 Kings, ii. 11. But you tell us (as 
we have ſeen before) that the Reaſon of this was, 
that when this latter Hiſtory was written, it 
was thought fit to lay a Preparation for the 
« Dawning of a future State; OTHERWISE 
(as we are to underſtand) the Story would have 
been wrapped up in as much Ob/curity as that 
of Enoch, Vou ſuppoſe (what I am ready 
enough to admit) that the Book of Kings was 
written about the Time of the Captivity ; 
which Period ſome Chriſtian Writers have 
repreſented as the Opening or Dawning of the 
Goſpel Light ; which Notion (with the Ex+ 
preſſion) you have adopted for your owh. But 
to ſhew you the Emptineſ of your Obſerva» 
tion, that therefore this Story is recorded in ſo 
circumſtantial a Manner. (which at any Time 
More would have been but obſcurely delivered) 
pray obſerve; that your Argument /#poſes that 
this Story as it ſtands recorded in the Book of 
Kings, was a Notice or Intimation to that A 
in which this Book wes — _ m— 
receive Men to himſelf, when the time 
= ſhould 
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ſhould come that they were to be taken from 
this World. For where elſe, will be the PRxEPARA- 
TION for the Dawning of a future State, which 
you ſay it was now thought fit to lay in? But if 
this is the Caſe, I pray, Sir, was not the Fact 
ztfelf, in the Age when it happened, and the 


Knowledge of it by any credible Teſtimony at 


any Time after, as ſtrong a Notice to thoſe Ages, 
as the Report of it by the. Author of the Book of 
Kings was or could be to thoſe who lived at and 
| after the Time of writing this Hiſtory ? With- 
out Queſtion it was. Conſider then, Sir, that 
though the Date of the Book of Kings riſes 
no higher than the Captivity ; yet the Date 


of the Fa## recorded goes very near three hun- 


dred Years backward, within leſs than a hundred 
Years of the Death of Solomon ! You treat this 
Story as if it had never been known or heard of 
till the Author of the Book of Kings put it into 
his Hiſtory. Had this been the Caſe the Fact could 
never have happened; and we ſhould never have 
heard of it at all. But the Fact was cid, whilſt 
the Hiſtory was new; and being ſo extraordi- 
nary a Caſe; we are to ſuppoſe that the Memo- 


ry of it was preſerved, not only by common 


Tradition, but, in ancient Memoirs and Re- 
cords, of which this Hiſtory may be no more than 
a Collection. In Virtue of this Reaſoning, Sir, 


% 


you will be obliged to carry up your PREP ARA- 


TION for the Dawning of a future State much 


higher than your Hypotheſis will admit ; and 
ſay that it was laid in, in the Days of Elijah ; 
and when your Epocha is thus unſettled, _ 


Bo” jw _ > © . ee woo. co 


£6 ˙ a. 


| 
S 
f 
J 
1 
” 
t 
* 
n 
n 
1 
h a 
d 
Y 
e 
Il 


| X M 

of the ancient. Jewiſh Church, &c. 59 
will you fix? You can fix no where, Sir, in 
my humble Apprehenſion, but upon this one, 
true Point; that a future State was the common 


Hope of thoſe Times, as we have ſhewn it to 
have been in the Days of David and Solomon; 


and upon this Suppoſition the Example of Eli- 


jab will be a publick Teſtimony on the Part of 
God, ſtrongly confirming this Hope. But if you 
ſuppoſe, that the Jews were (as you repreſent 
them to have been) ignorant of this Doctrine, 
even as the Brutes; you take away the very 
Foundation that ſhould make it an inſtructive 
Leſſon; and what ſuch an Example could beget, 
beſides Wonder and Amazement at the Strange- 
neſs of the Thing, I do not apprehend. . 
Taking then theſe Evidences of the Belief of 
a future State among the Jeus after the Days of 
Moſes, and comparing them with what we find 
of it in the patriarchal Ages; it will amount, I 
think, to a very ſtrong preſumptive Argument, 
that this Doctrine had it's Riſe from thence, and 
was preſerved by conſtant Tradition among the 
People of the Fetus, throughout the whole Mo- 
ſaic Diſpenſation. If this ſhould appear but pro- 
bable, your minor Propoſition will ſtand unſu 
ported, and any Concluſion which reſts upon it 
will fail of Courſe. But to make ſure Work, 
you have undertaken the negative Side of the 
Queſtion ; and pretend to prove, both from the 
Old-and New Teſtament, that from the Days of 
Mofes to the Captivity, the People of the Fews 
HAD. NOT this Doctrine. It is one thing, Sir, to 
ſay, we have no Evidence of any ſuch Belief; 
| another, 
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another, to ſay, we have Evidence that there was 
no fuch Belief. The one might have been ex- 
cuſed you; the other is ſurely ! a Stretch beyond 
all Reaſon, —But let us hear what you have to lay, 

You alledge *, firſt, the Saying of the Wo- 
man of Tekoab to David, 2. Sam. xiv. 14. We 
muſt needs die, and are as Water ſpilt upon the 
Ground, which cannot be gathered up, again. A 
moſt hopeful Beginning! The Woman certainly 
meant no more than that when we are once 


dead we ſhall no more return to this State of 


Exiftence ; as the very Phraſe of gatbering up 
ſhews. When you ſpill Water upon the Ground, 
you cannot gather it up ; but if you ſpill a Hand- 
ful of Corn you may ; and what do you in this 
Caſe but reftore it to it's priſtine State? If a Man 
ſhould die and be even raiſed to a new State, you 
could not ſay, he is gathered up; any more than 
you can ſay of a Handful of Seed, that it is gathers 
ed up when it produceth Wheat or Barley, or a- 
ny other Sort of Grain. A like Paſſage we 
have in Feb, and to the ſame Senſe, Chap, vii. 
Verſ. 9. As the Cloud is conſumed and ua- 
n:ſhed away, ſo he that goeth down ta tht 
Grave, ſhall come up no more; i. e. to live in 
this earthly, human State, as the following 
Verſe ſhews. He ſhall return no more to his 
Hovse, neither ſball his PLAck know him any 
more, Why was this Verſe . ſuppreſſed, but be- 
cauſe you faw plainly it would ſpoil your Ar- 
gument? Again; Chap. xiv. Verſ. 7. —— 12. 
There is Hope of a Tree if it be cut down 


Pag. 465. 
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that it ſprout again. — But Man dieth and 
ar At hon 2. giveth up the Ghoſt and 
where is be? As the Waters fall from the Sea, and 
the Flood decayeth and drietb up, ſo Man li- 
th down and riſeth not till the Heavens be no 
more, they ſhall not awake nor be raiſed out of 
their ſleep. There is no Neceſſity, at leaſt, to 
interpret theſe Words, as denying a future State; 
though you will have it to have been fo intend- 
ed. The Text does not fay that Man ſhalt 
NEVER riſe again; but that he ſhall not riſe 
TILL the Heavens be no more, 1. e. till the 
End and Conſummation of all things; which 
may _ that THEN he SHALL riſe, and 
the Paſſage will be a Proof for the Reſutection, 
as ſome able Interpreters have underſtood it. But 
granting you all you can aſk that the Meaning 
of this Paſſage is, that when a Man is dead, he 
ſhall NEVER be raiſed, it may intend no more 
than is intended in the foregoing Paſlage, viz. 
that he ſhall riſe no more to his natural State ; 
which is very true, but nothing to your Purpoſe. 

You next go to the Plalmiſt. In Death there 
is no Remembrance of thee ; in the Grave who ſhall. 
give thee Thanks ? Pſal. vi. 5,—What Profit is 
there in my Blood when I go doum to the Pit? Shall 
the Duſt praiſe thee ? Shall it declare thy Truth? 
Plal. xxx. 9.—Vilt thou ſhew Wonders to the 
Dead? Shall the Dead 4 and praiſe thee ? 
Shall thy loving Kindneſs be declared in the Grave; 
or thy Faithfulneſs in Deſtruction? Shall thy 
Wonders be known in the Dark ; and thy Righ- 
teouſneſs in the Land of Pergetfulneſs? Pfil, 


Ixxxviii. 
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Ixxxviii.. 10. & ſeq. To theſe you ſubjoin 


another Paſſage from Eccluſ. ix. 5. For the Liv. 


ing know that they ſhall die ; but the Dead know 


not any T * ; neither have they any more a Re- 


ward ; for the Memory of them is forgotten. 
There is tbis Infelicity attending the Argu- 
ment raiſed upon theſe Paſſages, that if they 
come up to your Purpoſe, they go beyond it too, 
For theſe Paſſages declare not merely the popular 
Belief; but the Belief of the inſpired Writers 
themſelves. If theſe Paſſages are to be under- 
ſtood as denying a future State, the Conſequence 
will be, that David and Solomon, or whoever elſe 
were the Authors of theſe Pieces, did not believe 
it; and how will this ſtand with your Notion, that 
though the People did not believe this Doctrine, 
yet the Leaders and the Prophets among them 
did? There is a wide Difference between keep- 
ing a Secret (i. e. being filent about a Thing) 
and a direct Denial of what a Man believes to 
be true; and you yourlſelf have granted, that the 
Prophets, though they might and did do the one, 
could not do tha other. © They wouLD not (ſay 
*© you) PROCLAIM—Nor COULD they on the other 
* Hand DENY what they KNEw to be the 
* Truth.“ p. 481. I ſhould apprehend then, 
that, in order to fave the Honour of God's Pro- 
phets, you will find yourſelf under a Neceſſity 
to accept of ſome qualified Senſe of theſe Paſſages, 
and not to ſtrain them up to the very Rigour of 
the Letter, as your conſtant manner of inter- 
preting is. There is one Paſſage more that be- 


longs to this Claſs, which coming not from a 


I. Prophet 
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Prophet but from a King, will not be entitled 
to the Benefit of this Plea ; and therefore I place 
it by itſelf, It is the Saying of Hezekiab in his 
Song of Thankſgiving for his miraculous Reco- 
very recorded in Jaiab, xxxviii. 18, 19. The 
Grave cannot praiſe thee, Death cannot celebrate 
thee ; they that go down to the Pit cannot 
thy Truth. The Living, the Living ſhall praiſe 
thee as I do this Day; the Father to the Chil 
dren ſhall make known thy Truth. | 
It is remarkable, with reſpect to all theſe Paſ- 
ſages, that you have thought fit to report them 
nakedly, as if it was utterly. beyond all Con- 
troverſy, that they muſt be underſtood as deny- 
ing a future State; and would admit of no other 
Meaning. Whereas in /ome of them, the very 
Words themſelves do very plainly direct to ano- 
ther Meaning. For Inſtance; thoſe Words in 
Eccleſiaſtes =. the Preacher declares, that the 
Dead know not any Thing, neither have they any 
more a Reward. You would have us underſtand 
by this that the Dead have (abſolutely) no Re- 
ward. And this you bring as your /e Proof 
that the Jeu, though they believed the /eparate 
Exiftence of the Soul, yet believed it to be a State 
of ſimple Exiſtence. But if you will conclude 
from theſeWords, that the Dead have (abſolutely) 
m Reward; you muſt conclude likewiſe that they 
have (abſolutely) no Knowledge. A State of very 
fimple Exiſtence truly! the Exiſtence of Szocks or 
Stones ! The Meaning therefore is not that the 
Dead are abſolutely without Knowledge, abſolutely 
without Reward ; but that they have no Know- 
a | ledge 
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Edge of any 'Fhingthat is done in this World; no 


Reward by any Thing pertaining to this World. 
The Reaſon affigned ſhews it or the Memory 
of them is forgotten. A very good Obſervation 
to prove that his World is nothing to them; 


bat it will not ſhew that the next World is no- 


thing to them neither. The Words which follow 
in the Text (but which for Reaſons beſt known 
to yourſelf, you have ſuppreſſed) enforce. this 
Senſe yet more ſtrongly——al/o their Love and 
their Hatred and their Envy is now periſhed, 


neither have they any more a PORTION for ever 


IN ANY THING THAT Is DONE UNDER 
THE SUN, Can any Thing be plainer than 


that the Reward or the Portion here ſpoken of 


ins to this World, and not to the next, of 
which nothing at all is faid? So thoſe Words of 
Hezekiah; the Grave cannot praiſe thee, Death: 
cannot celebrate thee, they that go down to the Pit 
cannot hope for thy Truth; may mean no mom 
than this, that the dead cannot ſet forth God's 
Glory before Men, or make his Praiſe to be known 
upon the Earth, as the Pſalmiſt expreſſes it. PA. 
Ixvii. 2. The latter Part of the Sentence ſhews 
it, The Living ſhall praiſe the. the Father 10 
the Son ſhall make known thy Truth. And why 
may not this be the Senſe of what David ſays? 
In Death there is no Remembrance of thee, in 
the Grave who ſhall give thee Thanks? Can any 
Mortal tell? You might, Sir, if you had ſo pleaty. 
ed, have ſeen this Account of theſe Places in 
almoſt any Commentator, if you had thought. 


it worth your While to have conſulted them. 


Your 
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Tour laſt Argument is taken from Jeremiah, 
in his Lamentations, where he ſays, our Fathers 
have finned and are not, and ue have born their 
Iniquities, Lam. v. 7. upon which you thus com- 
ment, The Words imply that the Fathers be- 
« ing dead, bore: no Part of the Puniſhment of 
* their Sins, but that it was all thrown upon 
* the Children. But could this poſſibly have been 
e ſuppoſed, had the People been inſtructed in 
* the Doctrine of a future State.” p. 467. Ob- 
ſerve here in the firſt Place ; that the ſacred Wri- 
ter. does not ſay that the dead Fathers bore no 
Part in tbe „e of theit own Sins; 
(which is the Point upon which the Argument 
turns) but it is your Inference from what he bas 
faid, viz. that the Children bore the Iniquities 
of the Fathers. , But by what Rule of Logick 
does it follow, that becauſe the Children bear 
the. Fathers Iniquities, therefore the Fathers 
themſelves bear them not? May not both bear 
them, Fathers as well as Children? Is it /t true 
that the Son ſuffers, becauſe the Father ſuffers as 
well as he ?!——Beſides of what fort of Puniſh 
ment does the Prophet ſpeak ? Why of temporal 
Puniſhment, of the Puniſhments of this Life. 
Be it admitted then, that by bearing the Inigui- 
ties of the Fathers js meant bearing the whole 
Puniſhment of their Iniquities ; {till it can mean 
no more than the whole Puniſhment, as it re- 
ſpects this Life. It can have no ſort of Relation 
to the Puniſhments of the next. It might be 
added, that if the Prophet ſpoke his own Senſe 
in this Place (as there 1s all the Appearance ** 
E. | * 


66 2A Diſſertation on the Faith\ © 
he did) we ſhall then have another Prophet 
(even in the Time of the Captivity) as ignoranit 
of the Doctrine of a future State as the People 
were. But what has this Text to do with the 
Queſtion in Hand? By the very Terms of the 
Jeuiſb Law God had declared that he would 
viſe the Iniquities of the Fathers upon the Chil- 
dren ; and the Captivity the Nation was now 
under, is here repreſented as a remarkable In- 
Nance of this Sort of Providence; which no 
doubt it was. But what Inference wilt arife 
from hence, touching the Faith of the Jews, 
concerning a future State, whether they did ot 
did not believe it ? There is certainly need of all 
the Penetration you are Maſter of, and a great 
deal more, to find it out! r 
So much for the firſt Set of Proofs; Paſfages 
taken from the Old Teftament. Let us now 
proceed to your next Step at p. 468. where you 
undertake to ſhew, what you ſay ©* 7s of thy 
* GREATEST WEIGHT, that the infpr 
« Writers of the New Teftament exprefsly aſ- 
* fure us of the ſame Thing.” The Chriſtiati 
Reader perhaps may be at a Loſs to know; why 
the Teſtimony of the infpired Writers; of the 
New Teſtament ſhould be of greater * in 
this Caſe, than the Teſtimony of the Ar 
Writers of the Old. But that is worſe; Unbe- 


& 7 


Demonſtration is intended) may aſk by 
Right the Authors of the New Teſtament, who 
fived at the Diſtance of maty hundred Yeats, 
come to be admitted as Evidence for the 1 r 
1 0 


levers (for whoſe Conviction 1 preſume your 
what 
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of the hcient Jeiſb Church. To tell chem; 
that they werd :»/þrred Writers will be talking 
to no Purpoſt. But as I am arguing with you 
upon | Chriſtian Principles, I claim no Benefit 
from this Plea. - Their Authority is admitted as 
deciſive, if you have made it out that they ſpeak 
6 Favour. This is the Point now to be 

You firſt cite St. Paul, 1 Tim. iv. 8. Bodily 
Exerciſe 1 po little; but Godlineſs is pro 
able unto all Things, having the Promiſe of the 
11 hat not is, and of that ubich is to come. 
Theſe Words you underſtand as aſſigning to the 
Law and the Goſpel their different Sanctionsz 
to the Law, the Promiſe of Life that now rs ; 
to the Goſpel, the Promiſe of the Life that is Zo 
come. Be this admitted (for it will ſerve nothing 
to our prefent Purpoſe to diſpute it with you) 
what will ariſe from it? Why this, and this on- 
ly, viz. that the Reward of a futute State, or 
eternal Life, could not be challenged V, or 
in Virtue of the Law; which no doubt is true. 
But though the Law gave not eternal Life, the 
Jeus had the rouge of it, and (for ought that 
this Paſſage ſays to the contrary) might have 
had the Hopes of it too, by the &VANGELICAL 
Cove ANT, as ſubfiſting ander, or together 
with the LEGAL DiSPENSATION. SUB 
Lege, ſed non xx Lege, is an old Diſtinction; 
and a very right Diſtinction it is. For the 
Abrahamic Covenant was the very Goſpel Co- 
venant of eternal Life, commencing in Adam, 
and ending in Chviſi, 1 of that Cove- 
bs EOS nant. 
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nant. And in Virtue of this Covenant (edel 


ſubſiſted in it's full Force both before and un- 


der the Law) it was that the Jeus were the 
Heirs of the Promiſe according to St. Paul's 
Doctrine. But how will all this help to prove 
that the Jeus knew nothing of a future State ? 
One would rather infer, that as the Fewws were 
under a Covenant which contained the Promiſe 
of eternal Life; they had /o much Knowledge 
of this Covenant imparted to them, as to have 
Hopes of a future State ; and that this is the very 
Account —_ _ Writers of the ae Teſta- 
ment give of this Matter, will appear, 
very plainly in the Courſe. of 1 
- Your next Proof is from the ſame Apoſtle, 
Rom. v. 12. As by one Man Sin entered into the 
World, and Death by Sin, and ſo Death paſſed 
ußon all Men, for that all have fined: For ut: 
til the Law Sin was in the World; but Sin is 
not imputed where there is no Law ——Neurrthes 
leſs. Death reigned from Adam to Moſes, —» 
Heren n you aſk, how the Apoſtle could 
ibly ſay that Death reigned under the 
* Moſaic Diſpenſation, if that People had the 
Knowledge of immortal Life, to be procured 
by a Redeemer to come; any more than it can 
* be (aid to reign. 2940, 77 the fame Know- 
« ledge of a —— ſince we agree that 
=» I Efficacy 2 1 of] extends to all pre- 
« ceding as well as ſucceedin ?” p. 4 
In the 2 Place, the A a po '% 2 
Death reigned igned under the Moſaic Bibi 
What he er is, that Doty reigned from 4 


C 


of 1 ancient it Jeu 72 Chirh, Ge. 69 


h 

to Moſes, i. e. the Law of Moſes was given. 
4 — — - — 
» atc Di tion; an it. 
- 5 then? It is extreme Gent — 
? hend how your Argument concludes; but I ink 
re it muſt be thus: If Death reigned under the Mo- 
ſe faic Diſpenſation, it muſt be ſaid (to make the 
ge Aﬀertion good) either that thoſe within that Pe- 
de riod had not the Benefit of eternal Life through 
ry _—_ or that they had not the Knooledge of 
. The Benefit they certainly had; "for I it ie 
x; ance that the Efficacy of Chriſt's Death ex- 


tended to all preceding as well as ſucceeding 
Ages. It remains then that they had not the 
Knowledge of it. Vou argue after the ſame man- 
ner a little after, in the ſame Page; where hav- 
ing cited St. Paul's Words to Timothy, Feſus 
—bhath aboliſbed Death; you add— © If Death 
** was aboliſhed by Jeſus( Chriſt, it is certain that 
it reigned 'till his coming. And yet it is as 
© certain that it reigns no longer than while the 
% Tidings of the Goſpel are kept back, becauſe 
** we agree that Chriſt's Death hath a Retro- 
t ſpe.” ' By which it is plain that you make 
the ingdom of Death to conſiſt in Men's no- 
rance of a future State, for this Reaſon, viz. 
becauſe Chriſt's Death hath a Retroſpect; and 
conſequently this Kingdom cannot conſiſt in not 
having the Benefit.” But in my humble Opini- 
ton, Sir, the Kingdom of Death hath nothing to 
do with either of theſe, - When the Apoſtle ſays 
lam Death reigned from Adam to Moſes, what does 
„be mean? Why nothing but this, that from 
E 3 Adam 
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| Adam to Moſes Mankind were under the Dot of 


Mortality; /ubjeto Death; which (one ſingle 
Pesſon 22925 they all taſted. So they were 
from Mofes to Chill, and ſo they have. been 
and will be from Chriſt to the End of the World, 
whatever it was that put it into your Mind to 
ſuggeſt to the contrary, How — you) can 

Death be ſaid to have reigned un the Mopric 


Diſpenſation, any MORE than it can he ſaid 


Fa reign Now? As if Now Death reigned Nor 


But where did you learn that Death doth not 


now reign? Can you produce any Text of Scrip- 
ture which ſays it ? No, St. Paul ſays here that 


Death reigned from Adam to Moles ; but nei- 


ther he nor r nf cher of the ſacred Writers have 
ſaid that ow it reigneth not. But St. Paul hath 
faid that which by Conſtruction, I think, a- 
mounts to the contrary Death muſt be fad 
to reign ſo long as his Power and Dominion 
holds; and this will be till the End and Conſum- 
mation of all Things; For the LAST Enemy that 


ſhall be DEsTROVYED 7s DEATH, 1 Cor. xv. 26. 


Your-next Authority is 2 Tim. i. 10. Jeſu 
Chriſt hath aboliſhed Death, and hath brought 
Life and Immortality to Light through the Gof- 

J. To your Comment upon the former Part 
df this Verſe, you have my Anſwer. already, 
To the Text 1 thus reply, Chriſt hath. abo- 
liſhed Neath by offering up that Sacrifice which 
was the Price of our Redemption. But as you 
confeſs that the Efficacy of this Sacrifice reach- 


ed backward as well as forward, ſo might the 
A of a. ſuture State. The latter Part of 


the 


BSSI ITS. 


. 
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of the avicient 'Fewifh Church, Ac. 71 
the Verſe has a better for you——— 
ani bath brought Life and Immortality in Light 
by the Gojpel.. Upon which you. reaſon thus: 
* If. Life and Immortality — to Light 
thtough the Goſpel, it was, till the preagh- 
* ing e Goſpd, kep — — 
GE: Bar af Mojes and the Prohex 
** was it brought to Light 1 che Goa! 
Therefore thoſe under the — HAD N 
* KNOWLEDGE of it.” . 47 1. Or (as you have 
akered the Concluũon in your ſecond —_ 
p. 473-) Therefore the generality of thoſe un 
80 Is - Law had: no Knowledge of it.“ Von 
Falt, I ſuppoſe, that you had overſhot your 
Mark ; and | theſe Words the generality of 
thoſe, were ſlipt in to covet the Nakedneſs of 
your Argument. But it will not do. For in 
Fut it is true that the Doctrine of a future State 
was known, and GENERALLY believed, Ager 


before the coming of Chriſt. That it was gene- 


rally. taught and believed in the heathen World, 
you have taken great Pains to prove. That the 
Prophets alſo about the Time of the Captivity 


 #d teach it you allow; and in Conſequence of 


this, you ſay, p. 580. that at the Time of the 
4 Macabees this Doctrine became national.” 
You had Reaſon to lay this; for by the New 
Teſtament it appears that our Savipur found the 


FJeus in Poſſezon of the Doctrine of the Ręſur- 
rection. It was the Diſfinction of the Sec of 
the Sadducees in our Saviour's Time, that they 


denied any Reſurrection. The Phariſees cm- 


| feſſed it. Luk. xx. 27. Ads xxiii. 8. And when 


E 4 Ananias 
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Anantas the high Prieſt with the Elders of the 
Jeus brought Paul before Felix, he ſays in his 
eſence, I have Hope towards God, wulcn 


THEY THEMSELVES ALSO:ALLOW, that there 


ſhall be a Reſurrection of the Dead, both of the 


Fuſt and Unjuſt. Acts xxiv. 15. Your Ar- 


t then, Sir, cannot poſſibly ſtand in your 
general Way of ſtating it. For may ndt I as rea- 
ſonably aſk, If the ancient heathen Legiſla- 


tors taught it; or if the main Body of the Few. 


1% Nation believed it, before the coming of 


Chriſt, how was it brought to Light by t 
Goſpel? Some Diſtinction then there muſt ne- 


ceſſarily be to make the Apoſtle's Aſſertion agree 


with the real State of Things; and we are to 
conſider what the Diſtinction is, and whether 
it will not ſerve my Purpoſe as well as yours. 


I obſerve then, Sir, that the Thing preciſely 


here intended, as what was brought to light by 
the Goſpel, is not a future State in the 

Notion of it, but, the Ræſurrectian of the Bay. 
The Words in the Original ſuit this Notion, 


Zwn g dpi, Life and Incorruption ; plain- 


ly referring to the Body which St. Paul tells 
us ſhall-be raed incorruptible. . The Point then 
is in what Senſe did Chriſt by his coming bring 
the Doctrine of the Reſurrection to light? Was 
it that he made the firſt Di/covery of it to the 
Feuiſh Nation? It cannot be; for we have 
ſeen already that they had it before; from the 
Time of the Maccabees, as you confeſs, and 
will be fully ſhewn by and by. Now there- 
fore, Sir, if this Text will ſtand with _ 
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of the ancient. Jewiſh Church, Wc. 73 
ſing (What cannot be denied) that the Know- 
ledge: of à future State was generally received 
among the Fews, from the Time of the Muc- 
cabees down to Chriſt will you be pleaſed: to 


inform me why it will not as well ſtand with 
ſuppoſing that they had this Doctrine for as 
many Ages back ward as there ſhall o:herw/e ap- 

Reaſons to carry it? This, Sir, is all that 
have occaſion to ſay to vou. Clear your own 
Hypotheſis from this Difficulty, and you will 
at the ſame time clear mine. And it is no hard 
Matter, Sir, to do both. To bring to light, 
does not here ſignify to d iſcover what before was 
abſolutely unknown. This you will be. obliged 
to admit. It ſignifies therefore the more open 
or public Mani ſeſtation, of what before was 
known either imperfectly or but to a Ew. I 
take the latter Senſe (though both Senſes may 
concut) for this was the Caſe of the Doctrine 
of the Refurrection when Chriſt came. The 


Heathen World knew nothing of it. The 


Jews indeed had received it Ages before; But 
what were the People of the Jews in com- 
pariſon to the Nations of the whole Earth! 
Whilſt this Doctrine was confined within the 
narrow Incigſure of the Jewiſh Church, it might 
well be conſidered as hid in a Corner, then only 
to be brought to light when the whole human 
Race were to be made Partakers of the Benefit 


of it. This Interpretation yields a very natural 


and eaſy Senſe; and it ſhould not be omitted 
(what the learned Biſhop Bull * hath noted long 


Harm. Apoſt, D ſſert. pgfter. Cap. 10 F 13. 
| ago) 


SGroxy of his People Iſrael, to whom pertainu 


74 A ſſicctation an the Faith" " 
) that the following Words: ſtrongly: pai 
ts this Senſe. - For the Apoſtle having (id that 
Chriſt had brought Life and Immortality tolaght 
by the Gofpel; inſtantly ſubjoins, ubereumto i. e. 
to which Work of bringing Life and Immorts 
lity to light] I am appointed a Preacher, and an 
Apoſtle, and a Teacher [ivav]-'08 TAE Gam: 
TILES; which ſeems to intimate,” that preach: 
ing to the Gentiles, was the Thing preciſeiy in. 
tended by bringing Life and Immortality 
tight. This agrees with the Character of Chriſt 
who. is ſaid to be 2 Light to the Gentiles; but] 
do not remember any Paſſage in which Chriſt, 
is characteriaed as a Light to the Jews,” He 
was 4 Light to. lighten the Gentiles, but Tri 


the Adoptici and the Promiſes, to whom were 
committed the Oracles of God,” which had their 
Accompliſhment in Chriſt. Vou indeed think 
fit to repreſent the Jews as a People ſitting in 
**© Darkneſs, and the Shadow of Death, p. 449. 
for which you. cite Matt. iv. 16. The _ 
vbich ſat in Darkneſs ſaw great Light, and 1 
them which ſat in the Region and Shadow 
Death, Light is ſprung up. But pray let the 
Context be conſidered, It is ſaid, ver. 12, &. L 
that Jeſus departed into Galilee, and leavin W 


ESO RADOA EDYKEDBDMSNDS0DL Ms 2 Dam, 


Nazareth he came to Capernaum, which is of 


the Sea-Coaft upon the Borders of Zabulon an I 
Nephthalim.—It follows, that it might bei ful E 
Filled which was ſpoken by Eſaias the Propbet I LI 
ſaying, the Land of Zabulon and the Land iii 65 
Nephthalim by the Way of the Sea beyond: Joi. wr 


dan, 


1 
of the anejent. Zewiſp Church, @c. 3 
dan, Galilee. oe n, Th Fo 
55 it now 
= bat he Fae hw cnn 
t Not 
2 — 25 2 who make 5 7 
termixed with the Jews in that 2 of Guile, 


where Jeſus now, dr to preach, 
whom therefore according to what dad om 
foretold by the ancient Prophecies. the Tight 
now began to bine! I am perſuaded, Sit, . you 
cannot produce aue plain Paſſage in Scripture 
where the Jews, as the People of God, are ſet 
farth as fitting in Derkneſs and the Wade of 
Death. * 4 Gentiles K frequently ſo. 
ſcribed; and by chat very Pro I n to ks us 
Evan geliſt re ers. It is Jia who fayy, Chap. 
xlix. 5. I will gi . 4 a Light to the Ger 
TILES, that t /t be my Salvation 10 the 
Ends of the Barth. 2 again, Chap. lx. 1. 
a” ſhine, for thy Light is come, and the 
Glory of the Lord is rijen upan-thee, Per * 
the DARKNESS hall cover the Earih and 
GROss DARENEss. the People; but the Lord 
ſhall ariſe upon thee, and bis Glory ſhall. be ſeen 
upon. thee, = the GENTI1LES ol come to thy 
Light, and Kings to the Brightneſs of thy. Rifag. 
With the Language of the Old Teſtament, that 
of the New agrees. To St, Pau Chriſt, fays, 
I fend thee unto the GeNTI1LEs ta - open. their 
Eyes, and to turn them from DARKNESS to 
LiGuT, and from the POWER of SATAN unte 
God, Acts xxvi. 17, 18. The ſame Apoſtle 
ne the Epbeſians, and referring to their 


former 


| 
| 
| 
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former Heathen” State, ſays, Ye were ſometihies 
Daxkxxss, but now are ye L1GHT # the Lord 
Eph. v. 8. And St. Peter writing, as it ſeems, 
not to the Jeus (or at leaſt not wholly to them) 
but to Jeuiſb Proſelytes, or Gentile Converts, 
exhorts them thus, That ye ſhould ſhew forth 


| the Praiſes of him who hath called you out of 


DARKNEss into his marvelous Lin r; which 
in time paſt were not a People, but are now'the 
People of God, 1 Pet. ii. 9, 10. I will not be 
poſitive, Sir, that the Obſervation fails in no 
ſingle Inſtance. But fo far as I can find, it is 
at leaſt generally true. —But be this as it will. 
The Interpretation has no great Dependence up- 
on it, nor do I pin you down to it. If you 
can find a better you are welcome to make uſe 
of it; but nane will you find that can ſupport 
the Inference you would draw that the Fen 
before Chriſt had not the Knowledge of a future 
Of near — with the foregoing Paſſage 

is Heb. vii. 19. which you next cite; The Law 
made nothing perfect, but the bringing in of 4 
better Hope did. The Queſtion here is, what 
is this better Hope? You ſuppoſe it to be the 
Hope of a future State, and fay — © that could 
* not be ſaid to be brought in which was there 
te before.” You add, — The Law wanted 
e ſomething which the Goſpel ſupplied ; and 
te what was that but the Dodtrine of a fu- 
« ture State?” What you mean by this the 
following Words very plainly ſhew.— The 
* Law had @ Shad of good Things to my 
9 


= 


* 
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of the ancient Jewiſh Church, ᷑c. 77 
« by which (ſay you) is meant ſuch a typical 
% Repreſentation, /o faintly delineated as not ta 
« be percerved by the People. So then it ſeems 
the Doctrine of a future State was ſo faintiy 
exhibited under the Law, that the People did 
wt percerve, or know any thing about it; and 
this is inferred from what the Apoſtle fays, that 
he Goſpel was the bringing in of 4 BETTER 
HOPE. has: \ 
But all this, Sir, is reaſoning againſt plain Mat- 
ter of Fact. THAT [viz. the Knowledge of a future 
State] could not be ſaid to be brought in [by the Go- 
ſpel] which was there BEFORE, i. e. which was 
known and underſtood before. Why then, Sir, 
(permit me to ſay) the Apoſtle has not ſpoke 
Vac, for in Fa# it is true (and you have owned 
it) that the Doctrine of a future State as received 
among the Jeus before the Goſpel was preached 
by Chriſt. We muſt then of necęſſity look for ano- 
ther Meaning; and had you carefully conſider- 
ed the Context, you might perhaps Cong found 
out what the true Interpretation of this P 

is. At Chap. vi. 11, 12. the Apoſtle thus ex- 
horts Chriſtians ; We deſire that every one of you 
4% ſhew the ſame Diligence to the full Aſſurance 
of Hope unto the End; that ye be not flothful but 
FoLLOWERS OF THEM, who through FAITH 
end Patience INHERIT THE PROMISE. Who 


are theſe of whom the Apoſtle ſpeaks as inhe- 
riting Promiſes through Faith, and whom he 
here ſets forth as an Example? They were 
Abraham and his Children ; for thus it follows: 
ror when Gad made th? Promiſe to Abraham, 
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eternal Life kept in the Dark ? Can you believe 


o8 4 Diſſertation on the Faith 
becauſe be could fivear by no greater he fware þ 
bank. ning] foreh, 4 7 will Net tht 
and multiplying I will multiply thee. And fo after 
he bad pattently endured be obtained the Promiſe 
Go on to the following Verſes and you will 
him telling us, that the Reaſon why God confirms 
ed the Promiſe to Abraham by an Oath was that 
bemight sar. uUNTo THE HE IRS the Promi 
the Immutability of his Counſel — that we ii 
bade ftrong Conſolation, who have fled for Refuge 
to lay hold of Tas Hort that is t before ws 
That by the Hope that is ſet before us (us Chriſ 
tians) as a Refuge unto which we have fled, i 
meant the Hope of eternal Life, I take to bs 
paſt : Diſpute; Therefore the Promiſe made 
to Abraham muſt contain that Hope; for how 
elſe would God's confirming the Promiſe to 
Abraham by an Oath, be the Ground of our 
Conſolation ? But God confirmed this Promiſe 
to Abraham—to what End? Why that be mi 
SHEW unto the HEIRS of the Promiſe the Im 
mutability of bis Counſel. Was not then the 
Promiſe to be ſhewed to all the Heirs? To all 
who had Intereſt in the Promiſe? No doubt 
For could the Immutability of God's Counſa 
#n Reference to a Promiſe, be ſhewed without 
ſhewing the Promiſe ic 1 think not. Cai 
you reconcile this then, Sir, with your Notion 
that the Patriarchs who received the Promiſe of 


thatafter all this, the Apoſtle ſhould preſently 
tell us, that there was uo Hope of a future State 
among the Peqpie of God? But what * 
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duc better Hope that was brought in by the 
es WY preaching of the Goſpel? Go a little farther and 
ber you will fee. J Perſectiun were by the Leviti- 
„cal Prieftbood (for under it the People received 
the Law) what farther Need was there that ano- 
ms WY ther Prieſt ſtould riſe after the Order of Mel- 
hat chiſedec, and not be called after the Order of 
i Wl Aaron? Chap. vil. Ver. 11. But he proves from 
75 the Plalmift, that Chrift was @ Prieſt after the 
10. of Melchifedec. Ver. 17. The Levitical 
- us WY Priefthood then being at an End, when Chrift 
ri Name and took upon him the Prieſthood after 
„Iii mother Order; the Apoſtle hence infers the Im- 
; be perfection and Ceffation of the Law itſelf. The 
ad Priefthood being changed, there is made alſo of 
wow Ml Nergſtry 2 Change of the Law. Ver. 12. Again, 
lere is veri a Diſannulling of the Command- 
our WM nent go! 14 ſi. e. of the Law) for the Weak- 
miſt 1% and Unprofitableneſs thereof. Por the Law 
ieh inade l perfer?, but the bringing in of a 
75 better * 22 This is the Text in ge 
the and you fee plainly, that rhe better Hope ſtands: 
> all Min Oppoſition to rhe Law, and derek; 'muſt 
bt; I mean, not barely the Hope of eternal Life, but 
THE WHOLE Evangelical Diſpenfation, as o | 
ed by Chrift's coming in the Fleſh, by a very 
common Figure ſtiled THE Hops, becauſe it- 
was the Subject of the Hopes of ancient Times, 
or becauſe” it was the Groundwork or Founda- 
ion of that great Hope, the Hope of eternal 
Life. Now whatever may be ſaid of the No- 
edge or Expettation of eternal Life, in former 
imes, whether it were little or much, or none 
at 
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very truly and conſiſtently faid, 


at all; it is 1 
that the Evangelical Diſpenſation, as diſtinguiſh- 


ed from the Legal, had 0 Being till it was 
brought in by the coming of Chriſt. And hence 


the Queſtion which you aſk ; what was it that 
the Law wanted which the Goſpel ſupplied? will 
receivea full and ſufficient Anſwer, It was what- 
ever was peculiar to this laſt Diſpenſation ; and 
eminently and above all Chriſt's, PRIEST HOO 


and SACRIFICE, without which, main could 


have been made perfect. The mere Hope of 


eternal Life (even ſuppoſing it to have been now 


firſt made known) could not be the Thing. For 
as it is certain that this Hope hath it's whole 


Force and Virtue from the GREAT AToNE- 


MENT ; ſo it is certain that this was the Thing 
pointed at in the old Diſpenſation, and there- 
fore is the Accompl;/hment and Perfection of it. 
By oNE 8 he 2 e 
orever them that are ſancti ſied, lays the A 
all Chap. x. Ver. 4 " RIS " 

Your laſt Argument is from the ſame Epi- 
ſtle, Chap. viii. 6, 7. But now. hath be obtained 
4 more excellent Miniſtry, by kow much alſo be i 
the Mediator of a better Covenant, which uus 
eſtabliſhed upon better Promiſes. For if that 
firſt Covenant had been faultleſs, then ſhould w 
Place have been found for a ſecond. Upon 
which you thus remark : If the firſt Cove: 


* nant {the legal Covenant given by M 


6 had been faultleſs, that is, had contained 3 
* better Hope, or taught the Doctrine of 1 
* future State, there had been no room for 4 

— i ſecond, 


; 
of the ancient Fewiſh Church, &c. 8x 
“ ſecond,” p. 473: To which I reply; that 
the Queſtion is not what the Covenant given 
by Meſes did or did not contain. It is granted 
that the Promiſe of eternal Liſe was not By 
the Law; but the Point is, whether the Hope 
of eternal Life did ſubſiſt uwper the Law; and 
this it might do, though the Law contained it 
not. If the Promiſe of eternal Life had been 
BY the Law, or which is all one, had the legal 
Covenant contained that Promiſe ; there would 
indeed have been no need of any other Cove- 
nant. But admitting that another Covenant 
was neceſſary, and conſequently that the Pro- 
miſe of eternal Life was not BY the Law; it 
may very conſiſtently be ſaid, that the Hope of 
eternal Life did ſubfiſt under the Law; fo long 
as it is allowed and maintained that #hat other 
Covenant which did contain the Hope of eter- 
nal Life was in force under the Law ; and this 
is the Caſe. The Apoſtle indeed calls this Co- 
venant the ſecond Covenant; but hw was it 
the /econd? Why, in reſpe& of its Accompliſb- 
ment only, by the Sacrifice of Chriſt. For in 
reſpect of its Commencement it was prior to the 
Law, as St. Paul expreſly aſſerts, Gal. iii. 17, 
The Covenant that was ＋ BEFORE of God 
in CuRISTH [meaning the Abrabamic Cove- 
rant] tbe Law which was four hundred and thir- 
ty Years after cannot diſannul. Now it is this 
Covenant, I ſay, (and the Apoſtle ſays it too) 
which contained the Hope of eternal Life; and 
where will be the Inconſiſtency in ſaying, that 
in virtue of this Covenant, the People of 1 

| F bo 


. 7 - : - 
__ "x - 
4 < << EZ N — — — - x 
2. Oy — % — a >” - 8 - — — 
* * — = > - zz - - * 5 vp => 
— — 1 2 — Es — ö 
2 2 0 T 
- U — 2 _ - — 


—2—ͤ—̃— — 


—— — — 
— 


* 


1 Diſſertation on the Faith 


both before and under the Law, had the Hope 
of eternal Life, though the Law contained it 
not; as in truth, it cou/d not contain it, being a 
Covenant of another Nature ? 

I have now gone through your Authorities 
from the New Teſtament ; and of the Weight 
of them to uphold your negative Propoſition, 
that the ancient Jews had not the Doctrine of 
a future State, let every common Reader 
judge. The New Teſtament is undoubtedly 
againſt you; as I ſhall more directly ſnew by 
conſidering ſome other Paſſages which you have 
produced as Objections to your Syſtem. 

Let the firſt be thoſe Words of our Saviour, 
Matt. xxii. 31, 32. But as touching the Reſur- 
rection of the Dead, have you not read that which 
was ſjoken unto you by God, ſaying, I am the 
God of Abraham, and the God of Iſaac, and the 
God of Jacob. God is not the God of the Dead 
but of the liuing. I will beg leave, to this Paſ- 
ſage of St. Matthew, to ſubjoin that of St. Luke 
which relates to the ſame Matter, and which 
runs thus. Now that the Dead are raiſed even 
Moſes ſhewed at the Buſh, when he calleth the 


| Lord, the God of Abraham, and the God of Iſaac, 


and the God of Jacob: For be is not a God of the 
dead but of the living; for all live unto him, 


Luz. xx./37, 30. 
I muſt obſerve here, in the firſt Place, that this 


Text fully juſtifies the Diſtinction I have al 


along been reaſoning upon, viz. that though 
the Doctrine of a future State was no conf{itu- 


ent Part of the Moſaic Diſpenſation, yet it 1 
5 bel 


fn 

of the ancient Jewiſh Churth, & c. 83 
held forth by Mofes. That it was no Part of 
the Moſaic Diſpenſation, is very plainly inti- 
mated in this Exprefſion EVEN Moſes /hewed ; 
which is as if our Saviour had faid; ** though 
«* Mofes was not the Miniſter of the ſpiritual 
Covenant (as J am) but of the temporal; yet 
* EVEN HE /hewwed the Doctrine of the Reſur- 
erection.“ It was not his Buſineſs, as an au- 
thorized Teacher, to preach the Doctrine of the 
Reſurrection; nevertheleſs he ſaid that which 
plainly ſippoſes the Truth of that Doctrine; and 
thereby hath /hewed it. It is a puzzled Caſe 
among Divines, how this Argument of our Sa- 
viour concludes to prove the Doctrine of the 
Reſurrection. You account for it thus. © He 
* [Chriſt] is here arguing againſt the Saddu- 
* cees, Now theſe ſupported their Opinion 
* of no Reſurrection on this Principle, that the 
* Soul hadno ſeparate Exiſtence, but died at the 
© Diflolution of the Union; which Principle once 
* overthrown, they had (ſay v nothing left to 
* oppoſe to the Writings of the Prophets, or the 
* preaching of Jeſus, — But the Words of 
* Moſes prove that the Soul dies not with the 
* Body, but has a feparate Exiſtence. For he 
* tells us that God, long after the Death of 
* Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, called himſelf 
* their God; and God is not the God of the 
* dead but of the living, p. 570. That is to 
lay; all that this Argument proves is, and all 
that our Savioor intended it ſhould prove was, 
that the Soul lives after Death. Of the Reſur- 
rection of the Body (it ſeems) it is 20 Proof, but 
2 only 
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only removes an Objection which lay in the way 
of the Sadducees, to hinder the Reception of 
that Doctrine, the. /eparate Exiſtence of the 
Soul. I am not, Sir, of your Opinion. That 
the Sadducees denied the ſeparate Exiſtence of 
the Soul, I have no Diſpute with you. But 
how do you know that this was their only Ob- 
jection againſt receiving the Doctrine of the 
— 1 Reſurrection? Vou bring no Authorities to prove 
1 this; and if you had attended to the Caſe that 


gave occaſion to this Argument of our Saviour 
you would have perceived that, in fact, ſome- 
* N thing ſtuck with them be/ides this. The Argu- 
10 ment is thus introduced by the Evangeliſts. 
1 | The ſame Day came to him the Sadducees, which 


„ ſay, that there is no Reſurreftion, and aſked 
74 him, ſaying; Maſter ; Moſes ſaid, if a Man die 
1 f . having no Children bis Brother ſhall marry bis 
„ Wife, &c. The Caſe 1 is of ſeven Brethren 
Wy! who ſucceſſively married the ſame Woman; 


| 
ill | and what the Sadducees wanted to know (and 
1 to which they apprehended Chriſt could give no 
WW: reaſonable Anſwer) was; whoſe Wife of the ſe- 
1 i ven ſhe ſhould be at the Reſurrection? This is 0 
1 | certainly a very different Objection from that 
li | of the ſeparate Exiſtence of Souls. They might f 
"8 have other Objections for any thing that you : 
i will be able to ſhew to the contrary. But hay- 
| 


— —— 
= 


ing anſwered this; dur Saviour appeals to the 
Authority of Moſes acknowledged by themſelves. 
For what? why to prove the Reſurreion 
Jj of the Body ; for this (not merely the ſeparate 
5 Exiſtence of the Soul) was the Point * Sad- 
| ucees 
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ducees were now diſputing with him. To 
make our Saviour's Diſcourſe pertinent then 
the Doctrine of the Reſurrection ought to be a 
natural Conſequence of the Reaſon offered; and 
ſuch, T apprehend, it will appear to be when 
the Reaſon is rightly underſtood. The Reaſon 
is; that when God appeared to Mofes in the 
Buſh, he tiled himſelf the God of Abraham, 
Ifaac and Jacob ; though Abraham, Iſaac, and 
Jacob, had been lopg fince dead. The Force of 
this Reaſoning will reſ entirely upon this; what 
God meant when he ſaid he was the God of Abra- 
ham, of Iſaac, and of, Jacob? And to clear up 
this Point we muſt look back to the Story of 
thoſe Patriarchs as recorded to us in the Book of 
Genefis, where that Phraſe is frequently uſed. 
Upon God's firſt Appearance to Abraham 
(Chap. xii.) God fays thus to him. I will make 
of thee a great Nation, — AND IN THEE 
SHALL ALL FAMILIES OF THE EARTH BE 
BLESSED, Ver, 2, 3, This was the Covenant 
of Redemption, or the Covenant of eternal Life 
to Abraham and his Seed. At Chap. xvii. the 
Covenant is renewed in theſe Words. I am 
the Almighty God and I will make my Covenant 
between me and thee. — Behold my Covenant 
is with thee, and thou ſhalt be a Father of ma- 
ny Nations. — And IJ will eſtabliſh my Covenant 
between me and thee, and thy Seed after thee— 
for an EVERLASTING Covenant, TO BE A GoD 
unto thee, and to thy Seed after thee. This is 
the firſt Place in which the Phraſe is uſed ; and 
the Meaning of it here, appears plainly to be, 
FT 2 that 
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that God would .do unto Abraham all that 
had promiſed, Before; God had faid that he 
3 make of Abraham à great Nation. 
that he ſhould be tbe Father .of many Nations, 
—and that in him all the Families of the Earth 
foould be bleſſed. This was God's Covenant, his 
everlaſting Covenant with Abrabam. Here; he 
ſays he will c/tgbl;/þ bis Covenant between Abra- 


ham and his Seed. What Covenant? Why, ro 


BE A Gop unto him, and ta his Seed after bim. 
A moſt undeniable Proof that the aubole Sub- 
ſfleiance of the Covenant made with Abrabam, is 
wrapt up in this fingle Expreſſion, that he Would 
be us Gop. When Gog appeared to Iſaac 
(Chap. xxvi, 24.) he made himſelf known to 


bim by this Title, J am THE Gop of Abra- 


ham thy Father, fear not. Why is God's be- 
ing the God of Abrabam offered to 1ſaac as a 
Reaſon for his Tru/t in God, unleſs it be un- 
derſtood that in declaring himſelf to be Abre- 
bam's Gop, God undertook to perform to him, 
the Promiſes made to Abrabam? When God 
appeared to Jacob in a Dream (Chap. xxviii, 
13.) he faid, F am TE LoRD Gop of. Abra- 
— thy Father, and THE Gop.: of lfaac. 
Would you know what God meant Jacob ſhould 
- underſtand by this Declaration? It immediate- 
ly follows — thy Seed ſhall be as the Duſt of 
| the Earth — and in thee, and in thy Seed ſhall 
all the Families of the Earth be bleſſed ; and be- 
| bold I am with thee, and will keep thee in al 
Places whither thou goeſt, and will bring thee 
gain inte this Land. Agreeably to which fa 
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cob vows, (Ver. 20, 21.) F God will be with 
me, and keep me in this Way that I g9——/ſo that 
I come again to my Father's Houſe in Peace, then 


ſhall the Lord be My Go, i. e. then will I 


acknowledge the Truth and Stability of his Pro- 
miſes to me and to my Fathers. Take now 
the Expreſhon as * relative to the Covenant (of 
which it is the Subſtance and Epitome) and the 
Connexion will be clear. Abraham, Tjaac and 
Jacob had been long dead when God ſpake to 
Moſes. ' Vet he then declares himfelf 7 be THE 
Gop of Abraham, 1/aac and Jacob; i. e. the 
Father of the Covenant of which they were „ill 
the Children; which ſhews that the Covenant 
made with Abrabum had not yet received its 
full and final Accompliſnment. If God was 
THEN Abraham's God, it will follow that Abra- 
ham muſt then have been alive; alive, I fay, 
in Soul, though not in Body; for God is not the 
God of the dead (i. e. of thoſe who are not) but 
of the living, or of thoſe that are. To be; in 
this Senſe, is the Caſe of all that ever died; for 
ALL live unto God. But if dead Abraham was 


till the Child of the Covenant; the Covenant 


as yet muſt be unaccompliſhed ; and Abraham 
muſt have ſomething. farther to look for; which 
can be nothing but the Re/urreftion. For if 
the Covenant between God and Abraham had 
its full Accompliſhment by his entering upon a 
State of ſeparate Exiſtence; this Relation to God 
as a Child of the Covenant muſt have been at 


See Bp. of Sarum on Prophecy, Diſe. 5. 
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an End; as the Relation between Debtor. and 
Creditor ceaſes, when the Debt is paid; upon 


which Foot God would have been no more the 


God of Abraham, than of other good Men de- 
parted this Life, who were received to their. 


Reward as well as he. | 


- Whether this Account of our Saviour's Ar- 
gument will meet with your Approbation or 


not, I cannot tell; nor is it material. For be 
it as you ſay that it proves no more than a State 


of ſeparate Exiſtence, it will prove that Moſes. 


hath /hewed a future State; and this, (not the 
Doctrine of the Reſurrection) is preciſely the 
Matter in Queſtion between us. — But you aſk; 
did Moſes © CULTIVATE the Doctrine of — a 
“future State?” Your Meaning is; did he urge 


or 7n/jft upon it as an authoriſed Miniſter on 
that behalf? This, Sir, is nothing to the Pur- 

| poſe. What this Paſſage is produced for is. to 

prove only that Ms held forth the Doctrine of 


a future State; and this our Saviour expreſly 


ſays. 


To go on therefore to another Proof taken 
from the Parable of the rich Man and Lazarus, 
Luke xvi. 19—31. © Where the former being 


© in Hell defires Abraham, whom he ſaw afar 


* off in Paradiſe; to ſend Lazarus to his Fa- 
F* ther's Houſe to teſtify to them, and to lead 
* them to Repentance, left they too ſhould 
come into that Place of Torment. To which 
% Abraham replies; i they bear not Moſes and 
* the Prophets, neither will they be perſuaded 
* though one roſe from the Dead,” p. 572. 


4 
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The ſingle Point before us is; do not theſe 
Words of our Saviour, taking them with the 
Caſe with which they ſtand connected, plainly 
imply, that the Doctrine of a future State was 
beld forth by Moſes and the Prophets? You de- 
ny it; and ſay that © the Queſtion of a future 
State is no more concerned than thus far on- 
r W © ly; that God will puniſh EITHER here or 
e © hereafter ;” which (according to my Appre- 
e MW henfion) is equivalent to ſaying, it is not af all 
concerned in it. But pray, Sir, let this Caſe be 
e WW = little more attentively conſidered. You ob- 
e WW ſerve, very rightly, that © the Parable is ad- 
3 WW < dreſſed to the Phariſees” as a Check to © their 
a W © Avarice and Luxury; who are treated as 
ge already perſuaded of the Doctrine of a future 
mn state. I will take leave to obſerve farther, that 
t- Wthe Phariſees are here treated as mere Fews, 
to EW wholly under the Guidance of Moſes and the 
of Prophets, not as now enlightened by the preach- 
ly Wing of Chriſt, of whom nothing is ſaid, and 
upon whoſe Authority nothing is laid. The 
en Intent of the Parable was to admoniſh them 
16, What if they repented not, t ſhould be 
ng Mniſhed 2 World, — rich Man! is 
far Where repreſented to have been; and that if they 
'a- Ia repent they ſhould be received to a State of 
Happineſs as Lazarus was, Our Saviour, pre- 
ſuming that the Phariſees would not diſpute a 
Doctrine received and acknowledged by them- 
ſelves ;- puts a Requeſt into the rich Man's 
Mouth, that Abraham would fend Lazarus to 
W's Father's Houſe 70 7e/tify unto them, — What 
The was 


go A Diſſertation on the Faith © 
was Lazarus (ſuppoſing he had been ſent) to 
teſtiſy? A Perſon of ordinary Apprehenſion would 
fuppoſe it was to teſtify concerning the State of 
good and bad Men in the next World; and this 
the following Words confirm /eft they alſo il 
come into this Place of Torment. They were : 
therefore to be thus admonithed, that they might Il / 
by Repentance avoid the Puniſhments of the . 
other World. There is 20 other Senſe to be 4 
made of the Paſſage than this. Now then, Sir, B 
conſider Abraham's Anſwer ; They have Moles ot 
and the Prophets let them hear them. As to v 
what were they to hear Moſes and the Prophets? T 
As to the Matter in hand no doubt. As to that N wi 
very Point concerning which Lazarus was to Wou 
teſtify ; i. e. as to the State of good and bad HWI 
Men in the next World. It is japps/ed then by Ng 
our Saviour that the Doctrine of a future State wa. 
was held forth by Moſes and the Prophets. And“ ( 
whereas our Saviour adds —— / they hear ni,. | 
Moſes and the Prophets, neither will they be per 
fuaded though one roſe from the dead ;''the 
Meaning of this is not (as you ſuggeſt the Seni 
of your Oppoſers to be) that the Doctrine of 4 
future State as plainly appears from Moſes and 
e the Prophets, as if one came back from tha 
© State to tell us ſo;” but it is to foreſhew: tha 
Hl Succeſs which the preaching of the Golpe 
was to meet with among the Jews: The Beli 
of a future State was not the Point in Queſtio 
They had received this Doctrine already upc 
the Authority of Moſes and the Prophets. U 
though they believed yet they repented not; a 
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o our Saviour tells them that neztber would they. 
d Wl repent though one: ſhould ariſe from the dead; 
of It is not ſaid, f they BELIEVE not Moſes and 
is Wl tbe Prophets ; but, if they neAR nat, i. e. if 
Jo I they are not PERSUADED -BY what * and 
re the Prophets have taught, neither vill they be 
bt Fer ſuaded, &c. Chriſt was to be the very Perſon 
he the rich Man ſeemed to deſire; one ſent from tbe. 
be dad. For he was to die and to be raiſed again. 
Sir! MY But to no purpoſe ; ſince the ſame Blindneſs 
ofes of Spirit which obſtructed. the leer Light, 
to would ſtop. the Way likewiſe againſt a greater. 
ts? Take the Argument in this View, and there 
chat will appear a Propriety and Conſiſtency through- 
s to out. But to ſay (as you fay) that a Parable 
bad I which moſt, evidently relates to the State of 
1 by good and bad Men hereafter, and to that only, 
State I was intended only to enforee © this Truth, that 
God is a ſevere Puniſher of Luxury and In- 
* humanity -unrepented of, without View, to 
pri ny /pectal Motive to Repentance, or leaving it 
a large, whether thoſe Sins ſhall be puniſhed 
ere OR hereafter, confounds every thing. As 
Wo what you alledge farther, viz, that admitting 
c andWbc Conſtruction of this Place to be, that Moſes 


a thalffknd the Prophets taught a future State, it will 
ww: thiffothing concern you, becauſe you © may well. 
Golp' allow that when the Prophets are joined 
Beli with Maſes, and have explained the ſpirnugl 


Meaning of his Law, and diſinveloped his 
. upoll Senſe, they both together did teach it, and not 
BI recede one Tittle from your Propoſition .;” 
; atis a mere Subterſuge without any Warrant, 2 
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92 A Diſſertation on the Faith 
ſo much as Countenance from the Text. The 
Inference from our Saviour's Words, is as plain 
and diſtin that Myfes held forth the Doctrine 
of a future State, as that the Prophets did. That 
Moſes taught it ſpiritually and myſ/tically only, 
and that the Prophets, that is (for this 1s what 
you mean) the later Prophets, afterwards diſin 
veloped his Senſe ; is not, what our Saviour ſays, 
but, what You fay; and I will believe it when 
you have proved it. | 8 
The next Paſſage is John v. 39, 40. Search 
the Scriptures, for in them ye think ye have eter- 
nal Life, and they are they which teſtify of me. 
And ye will not come to me that ye might have 
Life. Upon this Paſſage you thus remark ; all 
that this Scripture teaches us is; that the Few 
% thought they had eternal Life by the Me- 
% faic Diſpenſation,” 2, e. h or in Virtue of 
Moſes's Law; for thus it follows, —— For 
* which if our Lord's Word won't paſs alone, 
e we have the concurrent Teſtimony of his 
e Apoſtles, who wrote large Portions of their 
0 Epiſtles to prove not only that they thought 
* ſo, but that they were GREATLY MISTAKEN 
ein ſo thinking; St. Paul ſays, the Promiſe came 
ce not BY the Law—that :f Righteouſneſs came BY 
* the Law, then was Chrift dead in vain, &c. 
p. 575. That the Fews did truſt to the Law 


for Salvation there can be no Diſpute. But that 
- which our Saviour here expreſs aſſerts is; that 


the Jeus thought they had eternal Life [not i 
the Law, but] iN THE SCRIPTURES; and the 
Queſtion is, what our Saviour's Opinion of this 


Matter 


b 
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Matter was. You underſtand him as declaring 
the Jews to have been M1STAKEN in this Point; 
un but the Truth is quiteotherwiſe. For, in Oppo- 
ne Wl tion to their Notion, that Salvation was to be 
"at WF had by the Law ; he ſets forth Faith, in himſelf, 
ly, as the only Means of obtaining eternal Life, He 
nat I that beareth my Word — hath everlaſting Life. 
fen ver. 24. — But ye will not come to me that ye 
W. might have Life. Ver. 40. In what Way does 
xn WF Chriſt undertake to ſatisfy them of this? Why, by 
ſending them to the Scriptures, acknowledged by 
themſelves, as containing the Covenant of eter- 
ter- nal Life; where they would find 11M pointed 
me. out as the Completion of all the Promiſes — 
they are they which teſtify of me. If it was as you 
fay ; that Chriſt intended here to tell the Fews 
ents that they had not eternal Life in their Scriptures ; 
it was ſurely ! very abſurd to appeal to thoſe 
Scriptures as 7e/tify;ng that nE was the Author 
For eternal Life. For could the Scriptures teſtify 
one, that eternal Life was to be had in Chriſt ; if they 
contained not the Promiſe of eternal Life? Is 
not ſaying - that eternal Life is to be had in 
Chriſt ; 1 %% a Promiſe of eternal Life? It muſt 
be ſuppoſed then that Chriſt agreed with the 
Jeus in this, that Zhey had eternal Life in the 
Scriptures : And now, Sir, you may be able to 
anſwer your own Argument. The Fews 
* THOUGHT bey had eternal Life in their Scrip- 
* tures; THEREFORE they had eternal Life. If 
* I allow this, they muſt allow me to add ano- 
* ther 1 THEREFORE the Miſſion 
* of Jeſus was intirely vain ; as being * 
1 cc 
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ed by that of Moſes.” Necefſary as this Con- 


. oufly (tile it: For ſo long as this Epiſtle holds it a 


— — 


94 A Diſſertation on the Paith- \' 


ſequence may ſeem to you, it lyes directly the 
contrary Way. For admitting that the Scrip-. 
tures of the Old Teſtament contain the Pro- 
miſe of eternal Life, and refers to Chriſt as itꝭ | 
Accomphſhment 4 it will follow, that the Miſ-M : 
ſion of Jeſus was abſolutely * as that © 
without which the Promiſe could never have 
been fulfilled. | | 1 
The foregoing Texts I have infiſted upon, «il © 
laying. a proper Foundation for what is to fol- 2 
low; for I will not ſay they come fully up to “ 
the Point between us. All that they prove is} 4: 
that the Doctrine of a future State was Hell 4 
orth under the old Teſtament, being witneſſed 
to by Moſes and the Prophets; and this we hae D 
from the higbeſt Authority, the Authority of ar 
Chriſt himſelf, But the Queſtion ſtill is, hk try 
much of this was anderſtocd and believed by the im 
ancient Feus; and this can never be determined cr 
by theſe Paſſages. For admitting that the Pro- ¶ the 
miſe of eternal Life is there contained; the Co 
Fews, it may be faid, might overlook or mi/take I Bel 
it, as they did many other things. To bring W. 
this Point then to an Iſſue; the eleventh Chapter © t 
of the Hebrews opportunely offers itſelf, You 
call it (with a Sneer) the PALLAD1UM of: Ft 
Cauſe; but it is in Truth what you contemptu- 


Place in the ſacred Canon, the Cauſe will ſtand 7, 
firm againſt all your Attacks. We will try thi t! 
Point if you pleaſe, | 


The 


. C 

of the antient Jewiſh Church, &c. 9 5 
The Streſs of the Argument will lye upon 
this Paſſage, from Ver. 13, to Ver. 17. where 
having ſpoken of Abel, Enoch, Noah, Abra- 
ham, Jjaac, Facob and Sarah; the Apoſtle ſub- 
joins — Zheſe all died in Faith, not having re- 
ceived the Promiſes, but having ſeen them afar 
off, and were perſuaded of them, and embraced 
them, and confeſſed that they were Strangers and 
Pilgrims on Earth. For they that ſay ſuch 
Things, declare plainly that they ſeek a Country ; 
and truly if they had been mindful of that Coun- 
try from whence they came out, they might have 
bad Opportunity to have returned ; but now they 
defire a better Country that is a heavenly, 

Upon this Paſſage, Sir, I beg leave to aſk — 
Does not the Apoſtle here teach that the Patri- 
archs hoped for a future State; a heavenly Coun- 
try after Death? You own it; and indeed it is 
impoſſible to deny it; for it is not in the Pow- 
er of Words to make any Thing plainer. What 
then do you ſay to guard againſt the natural 
Conſequence of this; that it was the commer 
Belief in thoſe Times among the People of God ? 
Why this —- © it is evident that the Writer of 
* this Epiſtle meant that zone but the Patri- 
* archs and Leaders of the Jewr/þ Nation ſaw 
* theſe Promiſes——becauſe he confines that ſpi- 


- © ritual Knowledge, expre/ſily to the Patriarchs 


* and Leaders; and farther aſſures us that even 
* they had not received the Promiſe, though 
* they had obtained a good Report through 
Faith.“ p. 580. 


* 


Before 
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Before I give an Anſwer to the main Argu- 
ment, it will be neceſſary to take ſome Notice 
of the latter Part of this Paſſage; where you re: 
preſent the Apoſtle as aſſuring us that EVEN 
THEY [the Patriarchs and Leaders] had not re. 
ceived the Promiſe, though they had obtained a 
good Report through Faith. You repeat the 
fame Words in your ſecond Edition, p. 582 ; and 
yet in this very ſecond Edition, p. 591, you af. 
firm, in expreſs Contradiction to it, that by thoſe 
who received not the Promiſe though they had 
received a good Report through Faith, the Apo- 
ſtle did vor mean the Patriarchs and Leaders, 
but the Faithful in general under the Law. Your 
Words are theſe. © Here a proper Occaſion of- 
e fers itſelf to remove a ſeeming Contradiction 
< between the Writer of the Epiſtle to the He. 
« brews, and St. Paul, in his Speech to the 
c Synagogue at Antioch. The former ſays, theſe 
e all having obtained a good Report through Faith 
*© RECEIVED NOT the Promiſe. And the lat- 
© ter the Promiſe which WAS MADE une 
« the Fathers, God hath fulfilled the ſame, &c.“ 
Your Way of reconciling this ſeeming Contra- 
dition (as you are pleaſed to call it) is this — 
© The Writer to the Hebrews is ſpeaking of the 
* Condition of the FAITHFUL IN GENERAL 
e under the Law, who certainly HAD Nor the 
_ © Promiſe of the Goſpel revealed unto them; $t. 
« Paul— of their Father Abraham— who cer- 
© tainly HAD the Promiſe of the Goſpel revealed 
* unto him.” 2d Ed. p. 591, 592. Is not this ſay- 
ing, that by thoſe who received not the hs 
| c 
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the Author to the Hebrews does NoT mean the 
Patriarchs and Leaders? How is it then, Sir, 
that you till tell us but a few Pages before; 
that the Author tothe Hebrews, in this very Paſ- 
ſage, has affured us, that EVEN the Patriarchs 
and Leaders HAD Nor received the Promiſe? 
If you ſaw Cauſe, upon the Reviſal of your Book, 
to alter your Opinion in this Point; you were 
certainly at Liberty to do it. But then you 
ſhould have ſtruck out your firſt Paſſage, and 
not have ſuffered both to ſtand to ſhame each 
other. But your fit Thoughts happen here to 
be the Bet. The Author to the Hebrews has 
aſſured us, and that in the moſt expreſs Terms, 
that even the Patriarchs and Leaders had not 
recerved the Promiſe. The 13th Verſe ſhews it; 
where having before mentioned the Patriarchs 
and Leaders from Adam to Jacob, he ſays; THESE 
all died in Faith, NOT HAVING RECEIVED 
the Promiſes. He ſays the fame Thing again in 
the very Paſſage you quote from Ver. 39. TuESE 
all having obtained a good Report through Faith, 
RECEIVED NOT the Promiſe, Whom does the 
_— mean by TresE? Why Moſes and the reſt 
of the Heads and Leaders, whom he had been 
ſpeaking of. There is therefore, Sir, no Foun- 
dation for the Diſtinction you would have the 
Apoſtle to make, between the Faithful in general, 


and the Patriarchs and Leaders, as to the Mat- 


Jer of their having, or not having, received the 

Promiſe. He ſays of them ALL, without Excep- 

tion, that they had not received it. Nor is _ 
ee. | nee 
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need of this, or any other, Diſtinction to reconcile 
this Writer with St. Paul; between whom thete 
is not the leaſt Shadow of a Contradiction, except 
only in your own Imagination. What St. Paul 
fays, is, that the Promiſe w.as MAR ato,-the 
Fathers. The Author to the Hebrews ſuppuſes 
it. For whence elſe their. Faith? But What 
then does he mean by ſaying, that they rectived 
not the Promiſe ? I am ſurpriſed that youthould 
heſitate one Moment in ſo clear a Caſe!' Hu 
Meaning is, not as you ſeem to underſtand it, 
that/the Promiſe was never made or revealed to 
(which would be a Contradiction that no 
ſtinction could reconcile) but, that they lived i 8 
ot to ſee the Accompliſhment of it in Chriſt, : 
heſe all died in Faith, not having RECEIveDl ; 
thePromiſes, BUT having SEEN-THEM-AFAR OFF, fl p 
and were perſuaded of them, and embraced them, ¶ ſt 

P. 

th 

le 


&c. Is it poſſible, Sir, that you could read. this 

Verſe, and yet be of Opinion, that by ut er- 

cerving the Promiſes, is meant the not having 

the Promiſes made or revealed to them? . Could th 
theſe Worthies have been perſuaded. of, and en MW mi 
braced, Promiſes of which they had no Knowledge? Fa 
And does not the having received the Promi- 
tes, ſtand plainly in Oppoſition tothe. ſeeing ibun 
efar off ? You fee then, Sir, how little you han 
gained by ſaying that EN the Patriarobi an 
| Leaders HAD NOT RECEIVED the Promnſi 


For if you mean by it, that the Promiſe wasnatſ « + 
made or revealed to them; it is a flat 'Contradic-W« | 
tion to what you allow in the former Part of de 
— Paſſage, MY - 


f | 
of thi ancient Fowifh Church, &c: q 
Pallage, vi. har the Patciarths and Leadets 


bypeil-f6r: a future State. mean only 
(what te Apoſtle means) — ey lived not to 
ſee the — 099e> 6, Fre in Chriſt ; it is no- 


to the Purpoſe. 

lo come now therefore to the Point ih 
Greg It is agreed between ub, that the 
Patriarch for à future State 3 and that 
this CHapter proves that they did ſo. But you 
tell us-that the Writer of this Epiſtle meant that 
NONE” BUT the Patridrchs and Leaders had this 
Hope; Þtcauſe he convyives this ſpiritual Know- 
ledge 'ÞxPRESSLY to them. I am very ſorry, 
Sir, that you have ſaid this; for there is no ſuch 
thing. All that is true is, that the Apoſtle hath 
MENPT1o0NED. the Patriarchs and Heads of the 
People only; which, according to my Under- 
Ga very different Thing Hons cb 
FININ G- this Knowle to them. Is faying 
that tho Patriarths faw. the Promiſes j equiva- 
lent to ſaying, that none but the Patriarchs faw 
them? If the Patriarchis, in Virtue of God's Pro- 
miſes, believed a future State, and died in that 
Faith; the Preſumption will naturally lie, that 
they communicated the Promiſe with the Know- 
ledge it bbritained, to their Children and Fami- 
lies; uflleſs good Reafon be ſhewn to the con- 
trary. And have you given any Reaſon ? Ves; 


. fach a one as it is! — Ir so the eleventh Chap 


© ter ditectly contradidts' all the reſt of the E- 
* piftte; in which, As WE HAvE SHEWN, 
-- thers are more exprets Declarations that Life 

G 2 and 


| 
| 
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* and Immortality W AS NOT KNOWN or 
e taught by the Law, than in all other Books of 
* the New Teſtament.” p. 576, 577. Ws like- 
wiſe HAVE  $HEWN how little theſe expre/+ 
Declarations, as you call them, are to your 
Purpoſe. But what has the Law or the 
teaching of the Law, to do in a. Queſtion, 
which concerns a Date of Time ſome Hundreds 


of Years before the Law was given ? Is there 


any one Paſſage in this Epiſtle, which expreſs- 
ly declares that the Doctrine of a future State 
was not the common Belief of the People of 
God, in the patriarchal Age? If you could ſhew 
ſuch a Paſſage, or any Thing that infers it; this 
would be a proper Foundation for your Diſtinc- 
tion between the Hope of the Patriarchs and 


Leaders, and the popular or common Hope. 


But there is not the leaſt Intimation of any ſuch 
Thing, but ſtrong Proof to the contrary, as you 
will ſee by turning back to Chap. vi. Ver. 17. 
already cited; where the Reaſon of God's con- 
firming the Promiſe to Abraham by an Oath, is 
faid to be that he might Ew unTo Tus Hers 
or THE PROMISE the Immutability of bis Coun- 
fel. Will you ſay that the Patriarchs and Lead- 
ers alone were Heirs of the Promiſe? Were not 
their Families Heirs as much as they? I will 
truſt any Man of common Senſe with. this 
ueſtion. - 5 

hen ſuch Liberty is taken with the Scrip- 
tures ; it is not to be ex that the Articles of 
the Church ſhould be better treated. In purſu- 
ance 
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ance of the Scripture Doctrine as above explain- 
ed, the ſeventh Article ſays, that both in 
the Old and New Ceſfament everlaſting Life 
is to Mankind bp Chriſt, who is the 
onlp tator between God and Man. In Can- 
ence of which it ſubjoins; WRRERETORE 
thep are not to be heard, which feign that the 
old Fathers did look onlp for tranſitory Pro⸗ 
mifes. To evade the Force of this Article, 
you tell us in the firſt Place, that the 
* Church meant not by theſe Words, that ever- 
e laſting Life was offered to Mankind by Chriſt 
* in the Old Teſtament, iv THE SAME MAN- 
© NER it is offered in the New — p. 388. The 
Article ſays nothing at all about the MANNER 
in which everlaſting Life was offered to Man- 
kind under the Old Teſtament, whether it were 
or were not the ſame; nor has this Circumſtance 
any thing to do in the preſent Queſtion; which 
is fly this; whether the Article does not teach 
that everlaſting Life was the Hope of the Peo- 
ple of God under the Old Teſtament? To clear 
this Point, the Words of the Article muſt be 
attended to; which ſay, 1. That eternal Lite 
1s OFFERED to Mankind by Chriſt, in the 
Old Teſtament; and zhence it is concluded, 
2. That the old Fathers HAD this Hope. What 
now does the Church mean by ſaying that ever- 
laſting Life is offered to Mankind in the Old 
Teſtament as well as in the New? You explain 
it thus; that © the Offer of everlaſting Life to 
Mankind in the New Teſtament, was _ 
| G3 e 
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* ed out in the Old; the ſpiritual Meaning of 
<« the Law and the Prophets, referring to 
“Life and ene e brought x tt o Lig 60 by 
** Jeſus Chriſt. "be 589. By which 
give it as the Sen e of 18 Attele; 7 on Dac- 
trine of a future State was ſo 44 aintly delineated, 
or ſo b/curely offered to the old Fathers. in the 
ſpiritual e of the Law and the Prophets, 
that though tley ſaw and embraced it, yet — 
body elſe did. This is voux Doctrine, and you 
! fay © it is EXACTLY AGREEABLE to what 
i © our Church teaches in this Article. p. 587. 
j But 
1. It is not the Meaning of the Article, that 
. everlaſting Life was only ſbadowed out in the 
| Old, by the ſpiritual Meaning of the Law. For 
the Covenant of eternal Life was in being many 
Ages before the Law was given. To go no 
higher, it is as old as Jacob, Jaac, and Abra- 
lam; whom I preſume the Article does not ex- 
ö clude out of the Number of the od Fathers, but, 
perhaps, principally intends them. How could 
| theſe be inſtructed” by the ſpiritual Meaning of 
| the Law? or by 4 Prophets who lived many 
3 hundreds of Vears after? 

2. BEC Aus eternal Life was offered ta Man- 
kind in the Old Teſtament ; THEREFORE the 
Article rejects the Opinion of thoſe. who ſay, 
that the old Fathers looked only for tranſitory 
Promiſes. The Article very plainly. preſames 
(what common Senſe mult ever preſume), that 
eternal Life was /0 offered to Mankind in _ 

} O A 


| 4 
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Old Teftament, as to be ſeen and underſtond by 
thoſe to whom the Notice of the Covenant came; 
otherwiſe there will be no Conſequence in ſaying, 
that becauſe it was offered, therefore it was believ- 
ed. And doesnot this Reaſon extend as well to 
the Children as to the Fathers? The Covenant 
pertained to a/ the Poſterity of Abrabam; to 
them therefore eternal Life was offered ; and fince 
the Article ſipoſes that the Offer was under/iood 
by thoſe to whom it was made; the Senſe of the 
Article muſt neceflarily be, that the Pofferity of 
Abrabam underſtood it as well as HE. 
You object; If this is the Caſe then the In- 
“ ference would have been, that ALL THE Is- 
* RAELIT Es did look for more than temporal 
6 Promiſes. p. 588. Your Meaning is, it would 
have been /o expreſſed. Very well, Sir; and 
I ſuppoſe it would have been fo expreſſed, or in 
Words equivalent; if the Church had thought 
that there was any Danger, that her Meaning 
could have been miſtaken; or that any Hyper- 
critic ſhould ariſe in after Times, who would 
want to have it proved; that if the Fathers look- 
ed for more than tranſitory Promiſes, the Chil- 
dren were inſtructed to look for more than tran- 
ſitory Promiſes too. If you would have con- 
ſulted the ſecond Part of the Homily on Faitb 
(which is a fort of Commentary on the eleventh 
Chapter ofthe Hebrews) you would have found the 
Senſe of the Church to be; that in ALL G6oop MEN 
that UERETOFORE have been, FA1TH bath ob- 
tained the Promiſes of God. Is not this ſaying, that 
ALL under the old Diſpenſation (tor of ſuch only 
63. 6 G 4 the 
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the Article ſpeaks) who have been ſaved, have 
been ſaved by Faith? Of what Faith does the 
Article ſpeak ? You ſhall hear. Their Truſt 
* was ſo much in God, that they ſet but little by 
* any worldly Thing, for that God had prepared 
** for them better dwelling places in Heaven.” 
Again; Although they were not named 
* Chriſtian Men, yet was it a Chriſtian Faith 
e that they had; for they Jooked for all the 
c Benefits of God the Father, through the Me-. 
e ritsof his Son JeſusChriſt, as we now do.“ This 
is the Faith by which © all good Men, that here- 
tt tofore have been, have obtained the Promi- 
“ ſes of God.” And what now, Sir, will you fay? 
Does our Church, in this Article, AGREE 
© EXACTLY” with your Notion, that the 
_ © Myſtery of the Goſpel [the Doctrine of a fu- 
e ture State] was occafionally revealed to God's 
© choſen Servants, the Leaders and Fathers of 
e the Jew:/b People,” but Rept back from the 
People themſelves, till it was gradually re- 
« vealed to them by the Prophets,” that lived 
ſome Hundreds of Years after! Give me leave 
to ſay; the Article knows nothing of this Doc- 
trine; and, as if conſcious of it yourſelf, you 
immediately lay in for another Plea to ſerve: you 
at a dead lift; and go on to add —— © What- 
e ever Meaning the Church had in theſe Words, 
« jt cannot at all affect our Propofition—becauſe 


6c by the Old Teſtament. is ever meant both the 


Lato and the Prophets. Now I own the Pro- 
e phets gave ſtrong Intimations of the everlaſt- 
ing Life offered to Mankind by Jeſus * 

. 589. 
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p. 589. This is a new Plea. By your former 
Anſwer, the Doctrine of a future State was only 

d-out in the Old Teſtament; and this is 
laid hold of to make way for your Diſtinction, 
that though the Fathers, who ſaw the hidden 
Meaning, looked for more than tranſitory Pro- 
miſes, yet the Sons might not. But now the 
Anſwer is; that ſuppoſing the Senſe of the Ar- 
ticle to be, that the whole Body of the People 
hoped for a future State, ſtill the Article will 
not affefF your Propoſition; and why? Why 


becauſe 1 Teftament is ever meant [and 
the Artic 


therefore muſt mean] the Law Ax 
the Prophets; and your Propoſition owns, that the 
PROPHETS gave ſtrong Intimations of the ever- 
laſting Life offered to Mankind by Jeſus Chriſt; 
i. e. the Doctrine of a future State was no longer 
concealed. But your laſt Apology, Sir, is as 
bad as your firſt. For of what Prophets do you 
ſpeak ? Why of the hy, — under the Law, 
who propheſied about the Time of the Captivity. 
And does then the Article, when it ſays that 
eternal Life was offered under the Old Teftament, 
and that the o/d Fathers looked for it, refer only 
to that Period. Look into the Homily and you 
will ſee, the whole Catalogue as it ſtands in the 
eleventh Chapter of the Hebrews, from Adam to 
Moſes, ſet down under the Stile and Title of the 
old Fathers, as thoſe who looked for more than 
tranſitory Promiſes. Your Anſwer then, Sir, 
does not reach to the full Senſe of the Article ; 
and I am perſuaded it is impoſſible for you to 
think of any that will. | 
I thought 
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the Crown and Accompliſhment of which, was a 
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. - thought it neceſſary to connect what I had I th 
to ſay upon your Interpretation of the Article, I of 
with the Examination of your Obſervations up- am 
on the eleventh Chapter of the Hebrews, with But 
which it hath fo near an Alliance; and by the II/ 


former Part of which, it ſufficiently appears, Rul 


that the ancient People of God, before the Law, 
lived and died in the Hopes of a future State. 
That the Caſe was the fame under the Law,-the 
following Parts of the Chapter ſhew. By Faith 
Moſes —rejuſed to be called the San of Pharoah's 
Daughter, chuſing rather to ſuffer Afftifl ron wir 
the People of God, than to enjoy the Pleaſures of "0 
Sin for a Seaſin for he had a Reſpe&t unto the co: 


NRO ENR or REwARD. Ver. 24, 2 Wo 


26. Having carried his Catalogue down to Sa- W//#48 
muel and the Prophets ; the Apoſtle breaks off, . . 
and . concludes at laſt by faying 3 THESE ALI. 
baving obtained a good Report, through Faith ro. 
cerved not the Promiſes. They lived not to tee 
the Promiſes accompliſhed ; but they had firm 
Belief in them; which was ſuch-a Principle of 
Courage and Reſolution, as made them equal 
to the boldeſt Attempts, and ſuperior to the ſe- 
vereſt Trials. Through Faith, they ſubdued Kang- 
doms, wrought Righteouſneſs, obtained Promiſes, 


. 


fiopped the Mouths of Lions, &c. Theſe 
are all aſcribed to their Faith and Truſt in God; 


future State of Bliſs 5 or Death; or (as it is ex- 
preſſed, Ver. 35.) a BETTER RESURRECTION? 
You indeed refer this Paſſage to the Time of 


the Maccabees only, (p. 580.) and true it i, 
i | 3 that 


2 
of the ancient; Jewiſh Churth, &c. to7 
that we find no,expreſs mention of the Doctrine 
of the RESURRECTI10N, . as. the common Relief 
among tha People of the Jer till that time. 
| But Actions will ſpeak Men's Opinions as plain- 
ly as Words can; and if we may judge by this 
Rule, there can be no doubt but that a future 
State was believed, not ben only, hut from 
thence upward to the Time of the Captivity. 
Wen it was that the Jeus were called to ſuffer 
Perſecution for their Religion: And how do 
they behave? Why with the ſame Courage and 
Conſtancy, that the Martyrs and Confeſſors did 
who ſuffered for the Name af Chriſt; When 
Nebuchadnezzar put forth a Decree, that all 
ho would not fall down and worſhip the golden 
mage which be had jet up, ſhould be caſt into 
the midſt of a burning, fiery Purnace ; Shagrach; 
eſhach, and Abednego, anſwered with great 
Boldneſs and Intrepidity, our God whom we ferve 
s able to deliuer us—and be will deliver us aut 
bine Hand, O King. BUT 1Þ NOT, be it known © 
nto thee, O King, that we WILL NOT ſerve thy 
ods, nor worſhip the golden Image which thou 
aft ſet up, Dan. iii. 5, 6, 17, 18. Their Re- 
olution, we ſee, was not founded merely upon 
he Aſſurance of a preſent temporal Deliverance ; 
erefare they had a reſpedt alto to the Necum- 
nce , Reward, The like Conſtancy we find in 
e Perſecution under Ptolemy Philopator, near 
oo Years after, when thoſe who among them 
ere ſerious in their Religion, choſe rather to 
je than to do Diſhonour to the Law of their 
is; Nod. And whe can doubt but that theſe ated 


hat upon 
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upon the fame Principles, and were ſpirited up 
by the ſame Hopes with thoſe who ſuffered 
under Antiochus Epiphanes, about fifty Years 
after, and publickly declared their Hope in Gal 
to be RAISED UP AGAIN by him? 2 Maccah, 
vii. 14. Here is a Profeſſion of the Doctrine of 
a future State beyond all Exception, and that too 
in the Senſe of a REesUuRRECT1oON; and in this 
Senſe the Doctrine of a future State was held 
down to our Saviour's time. What the parti 
cular Notions which the Jews had about the 
Reſurrection were, it may be difficult to ſettle 
Some have thought that it was no more than : 
Pytbagorean Reſurrection, i. e. a Tranſmi- 
ation of the Soul into another Body, to be 
rn anew with it. But this does not ſeem to 
me to be the Truth of the Cafe. True it h; 
that the Fews (or ſome of them) did hold the 
Pra-exiſtence of Souls, and that they had B 
dies allotted them according to their Behaviou 
in the præ exiſtent State; as it ſeems from t 
Book of W:/dom, Chap. viii. 20. I was à uit 
| Child, and had a good Spirit, yea rather BEIN 
GOOD 1 came into a Body undefiled? And th 
Notion lyes at the Bottom of that Queſtion 
which Chriſt's Diſciples aſked of our Saviou 
Joh. ix. 2. Who did fin, this Man or brs Pi 
rents, that he was born blind? They might lik 
wiſe (or ſome of them) have believed that ti 
Souls of good Men (which according to tt 
conſtant ancient Doctrine, returned to Gul 


id. Prideaux's ConneRtion, Par, II. B. 5; 


migit 


* 
of the ancient Fewiſh Church, & c. rog 
might, on ſome extraordinary Occaſions, and 
to ſerve ſome great Ends of Providence; come 
hither again, for a time, clothed in human 
Bodies ; which will account for what we read, 
Matt. xvi. 14. that /ome ſaid of Chriſt that he 
was John Baptiſt, ſome Elias, others Jeremias or 
one of the Prophets. But this is not the Reſur- 
rection under the Notion of a REwARD which 
it is plain thoſe Martyrs believed. Nor will the 
Notion of a Pythagorean Tranſmigration agree 
with the Queſtion, which the Sadducees put to 
our Saviour concerning the Woman that had 
ſeven Huſbands; whoſe Wife ſhould ſhe be at the 
Reſurrection? The Sadducees, no doubt, ob- 
jected to this Doctrine according to the Notions 
under which it was then commonly received. 
But if the Jewiſb Notion of the Reſurrection 
had been only a Tran/mgration; they might have 
anſwered their own Doubts, and needed not to 
have come to our Saviour for a Solution. For 
in the Tranſmigration, no Perſon being what he 
was in his pre-exiſtent State, neither of them 
could have challenged her. The Objection will 
be equally 3 and trifling upon the 
Suppoſition of a ſpiritual, angelic State (as our 
Saviour ſhews them) and therefore of this it is 
to be 7 4.9ovm that as yet they had no Notion. 
But if the current Opinion was ; that at the Re- 


ſurrection every Perſon ſhall receive a carnal, 


WI natural Body, and appear, and be known under 
all his former Relations ; there will then be ſome 
Fertinency in the Objection; and that this was 


dhe Caſe, the ſecond Book of the Maccabees in 


3 the 


tro - Diſßertation an the Faith ſl of 
the Chapter above quoted ſeems to intimate, me 
For at Ver. 10, 11. we read that one of the P/ 
Brethren. put out. his TONGUE, and bolding forth WM 0th 
his Hax Ds manfidly. ſaid, THESE I bad 1 Re! 
Heaven, and for his Laws 1 deſpiſe them, an Fo: 
from him I hope to + RECEIVE THEM AGA1N. il tho 
And at Ver. 29. the Mother fpeaking to one oi wa: 
her. Sons ſays, fear not this Tormentor, but being Boc 
worthy of thy Brethren take thy death, rar i Thi 
MAY * RECEIVE THEE AGAIN IN MERC 
WITH THY BRETHREN, i. e. receive thee Ml The 
again under the Relation of a Mother. Thi 2:4: 
ſupports what the learned Biſhop Bull hath ob · WW #:/ 
ſetved, that the Jeuiſb Notion of the Reſu are 
rection, in our Saviout's time, was groſs an le, 
earthly; that they looked indeed for a future MW Wh 
State; but a State like unto this prefent State, 
where their * ſhould confift in the A 
Huence of all Things that miniſter to the Body; 
With this Account likewiſe what Joſephus fayi 
very well agrees||. The Phariſees believe all Soul 
to be incorruptible; but that the Souls of good 
Men only ASG INTO ANOTHER BOD Y ; whzlf 
the: Souls of bad Men are puniſhed with everlaſt 
* Puniſhment. What does the Fa * 


See Chap. xiv. 46. eee dd 
See 2 Eldras x. 116 : | = 

11 —— illam craſſam, terremm, _ ex bescol 

corpori ſervientium, affluentia conflata ſamaiaruyt——vita 
quem 


poſt hanc ſelicem, ſed huic noſtræ 2 animo con- 
Harem. Aprfl. Diſſort. ae Cap. 10. J. 15 
. Ge,. — exyv Troy way apbegrey [Porver] METAB} 
NEIN AE EIE EPEPON TMA v Te» dy h; N. To» N r. 
gate: % un r De Bls Jad. 2. Cap. þ. 
5. 14. N ont or 2 
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more than that according to the Doctrine of tlie 


other Bodies? And does Hot the Notion of 4 
Reſurrection, as now explained, import as much? 
For the Body which the eus believed they 
ſhould receive at the Reſurrection, though it 
was a Body conſiſting of Hſb and Blond as theſe 
Bodies do; yet it Was Frepo owun, anther Body. 
This is confirmed by another + Paſſage, where 
ſpeaking of the Phariſees the Hiſtorian fays; 
They believe all Souls to be immortal; and that; 
under the Earth, there are Rewards and Pi 
mſhments for. gvod and bad Men; that che one 
are deſtined fo eternal Confinement, whilſt the 
o:ber baue the Peer to RETURN To Lipe:; 
What in che fotmer Paſſage is expreſſed by 
peraboivem eig rigen oh, is here expreſſed by 
dub; and both Paſſages taken together fhew 
the Jewiſb Notion: to have been this, viz. that 
the Soul never dies, but from the Inſtant of its 
leaving the Body removes to a Place of Hap: 
pineſs or Miſery. That after a time the Souls 
of good Men ſhould return to new Bodies, 
whilſt the Souls of the bad ſhould remain con- 
ſigned to eternal Sufferings. But whatever the 
RR Notions of the Jews concerning 1 

eſurrection were, thus much is certain; that 


r 


* 


Nane... 


un they did believe, that they ſhoùld live Beets in 


raid 1 Body to de rewarded for ate good 
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74 teens Ts rte dis @geTn; * X&Kva; emiPno: my 15 Ta fir Ye- 
. ol ie 1 j Tai; py ir 4.167 w deem, Tei; 0 gran N 
«fi! Or, Antiq. Jud. Lib. 18. Cap. 1.4.3. - © < 


ore which 


Phariſees, the Souls of good Men paſſed into 


Vears after all the Prophets were dead. But i 
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which Faith though erroneous as to the Manner 
and Circumſtances, of the future State of Ex- 
iſtence ; raiſed (as we have ſeen) in thoſe who 
ſeriouſly received it, a Contempt of this World, 
and kept them ſtedfaſt in their Religion in ſpite 
of all the Tortures that human Malice could 
invent. p I 

It will now perhaps be aſked ; whence had Ml th 


the Jews this Doctrine? And I know your An- th 


ſwer; they had it from the Prophets: For from MW w 
them they had the Notion of a future State, as Ml a 
you have often told us. But with what Conſiſt- 
ency I cannot fee. For if the Fews had the 
Doctrine of the Reſurrection, or a future State, 
from the Prophets; one would in Reaſon ſu 
poſe, that the Reception of this Doctrine in 
Jeuiſb Church, ſhould have been cotempor 
with the Prophets ; which yet is far otherwiſe, 
if your Account of Things be true, For accord- 
ing to your Account, it was not known in 
the Time of Ezra, who, as you ſuppoſe, wrote 
the Book of Fob; in which, as you interpret, 
there are as formal Declarations againſt the 
Doctrine of the Reſurrection as can be conceiy- 
ed in Terms. See p. 545. Nor do you men- 
tion it as the national Doctrine till the Time of 
the Maccabees ; which was above two hundred 


the Prophets were dead, their Mritings wen 
extant. — And what then? Is it likely that the 
Sons ſhould have learnt from the dead Prophet 
what the Fathers could not learn from the 
living? The Writings of the Prophets were a/ 


wWayi 
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s extant, from the Days of the Prophets, the 
reſpeRtive Authors of thoſe Writings. And 
why could not the Fews learn this Doctrine 
from the very firſt, as well as their Poſterity at 
the Diſtance of Ages afterwards? | 
| But ſince the Streſs is laid upon the Writings 
of the Prophets; I muſt beg leave to obſerve, that 
there is not enough in thoſe Writings to juſtify 
the Character you aſſign them, of being the fit 
who taught the Doctrine of the Reſurrection or 
a future State to the People of the Jeus; of 
which it ſeems you yourſelf was ſo ſenſible, that 
you have not ventured to produce any one 
ſingle Paſſage in the prophetic Writings, as 
plainly containing this Doctrine. And what is 
ſurprizing; that Paſſage in Jaiab, Thy dead Men 
ſhall live, together with my dead Body ſhall they 
ariſe, &c. as allo that of Ezektel, Can theſe dry 
Bones live, &c. which have a ook as pointing at 
the Doctrine of the Reſurrection (and have by 
other Writers been moſt inſiſted on) you inter- 
pret as relating to a femporal Reſtoration, and 
more than in/inuate that theſe two Prophets knew 
nothing of the Matter, p. 550,'551. If 1ſatah 
and Ezekzel were unacquainted with this Doc- 
tine, it is to be preſumed that Feremiab and 
Daniel knew as little of it as they; and then 
bat famous Text, Many that fleep in the Duſt 
ball awake, &c. muſt be ſtruck out too! When 
erefore, all. this notwithſtanding, you f 
o the Prophets of having opened this Doctrine; 
ou ſhould have told us what Prophets, and 
lere. For what I can perceive you have left 
H at 
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at moſt but the three laſt of them Hagga:, Ze 
chariah, and Malachi, for your Uſe ; and theſe | 
(unfortunately for you) ſay nothing at all about 
the Reſurection or a future State. This, Sir, is 
the true State of the Caſe. You appeal to the 
Prophets, as having taught the Doctrine of a 1 f 
future State; and yet have not left ſo much w MW 7 
ene Prophet, who could or did teach it! J do fi 4, 
not pretend, Sir, to gueſs at any Man's Mean. ee 
ing; and I hope yours is as it ought, and you MW 4, 

be 

WI 

£01 

no 


have profeſſed it, to be. But really if your In- 
tention had been to expoſe Religion to the Ridi- 

cule of Unbelievers, you could not have taken 

a more likely Method. | 

But if I may ſpeak my Opinion in this Caſe; Ml bef 
the Origin of the Doctrine of the ReſurreRion IM the 
is to be carried up to a much higher Period, ¶ tor 


than the Prophetic Age. It is remarkable to Aut 
this Purpoſe, that thoſe in the Maccabees who offer 
declare their Hopes of the Reſurrection; ground ¶ that 
thoſe Hopes expreſsly, upon Gop's Covs-i n,,, 
NANT OF EVERLASTING LIr E. 2 Maccah I Faint 


vii. 36. Where is this Covenant of everlaſting Wnoth; 
Life to be found? Not in the Prophet's ; nor in 
the Writings of Moſes ; except it be in the 4.4; 
brahamic Covenant. I ſhould therefore think, NZ. t 
that the Doctrine of the Reſurrection was the 
ancient, traditional, Interpretation of the Ara. Naſt M 
- hamic Covenant, conſtantly preſerved and be. Martyn 
lieved, in ſome Shape or other, in the Jeuiſb "a 
Church. The Tranſlations of Enoch and Eli. N. 
jab favour this Notion; for they are Examples Nhe Re { 
not of the ſeparate Exiſtence of the Soul, * brough 
| 0 
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of a future Life, where both Soul and Body 
ſhall exiſt together: And if the Book of Fob 
be of the Date it is generally ſuppoſed to be; 
and that celebrated Paſſage, I know that my Re- 
deemer livetbh, &c. is to be underſtood of the 
Reſurrection, (which you muſt pardon me, if 
I think are not Points yet decided in your Fa- 
your) it will be an Evidence beyond all Ex- 
ception, that this Doctrine was much older 
| WH than Moſes, and the Doctrine could not have 
been loſt whilſt the Book was preſerved. And 
- W what is there to hinder the accepting this Ac- 
0 Wl count? Why nothing but this; that we find it 
no where upon Record, that the ancient Fes, 
before the Captivity, believed the Doctrine of 
the Reſurrection; which is enough, I confeſs, 
to raiſe a Prejudice, but nothing more. The 
Author to the Hebrews tells us, that Abraham 
offered up his Son Jaac upon this Perſuaſion, 
that was able to raiſe him up from the 
Dead. Chap. xi. Ver. 19. And yet of this 
Faith of Abraham the old Teſtament records 
nothing. To come nearer to the Caſe yet : 
This very Hiſtory of the Perſecution under 
Antiochus is written by two Hiſtorians, 
2. the Author of the firſt Book of the Mac- 
abees, and the Author of the ſecond, This 
aſt Writer has recorded the Profeſſion of the 
artyrs concerning their Belief of the Doc- 
ine of the Reſurrection ; but the firſt has en- 
El. rely omitted it; nor is there one Word about 
e Reſurrection, or a future State, to be found 
iroughout his whole Hiſtory, though it is 

A certain, 
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c rtain, that it was now the National Belief. So 
u ſafe a Thing is it to rely upon the mere Silence F 
of Hiſtorians; when they undertake to write a t 
Hiſtory, not of Doctrines, but, of the Tranſ- 1 
actions of Men! At the twelfth Chapter verſ. q. t 
we find Jonathan the High-Prieſt and the El- t 
ders of the Nation, &c. writing to the Lacede- t 
monians and ſaying, we have the Holy Books of fi 
Scripture in our Hands to comfort us. What Uſe E 
they made of the Scriptures, and what Comfort ; 
they drew from it, you may find Chap. ii. verl. 
49. & /eq. where Mattathias upon his Death- 
bed thus exhorts his Sons. Call to Remembrance 
ae hat Acts our Fathers did in their Time——was 
not Abraham found faithful in Temptation, and 
it was imputed to him for Righteouſneſs? Joſeph 
hept the Commandment——and was made Lord 
Egypt. Phinees—being zealous and fervent, ob- 
tained an everlaſting Prieſthood. Jeſus—was 
made a Judge in Iirael. Caleb received the 
Heritage of the Land. David——poſſeſſed tht 
Throne of an everlaſting Kingdom. Elias—00; 
taken up into Heaven. Ananias, Azarias and 
Miſael were /aved out of the Flame. Daniel 
from the Mouth of Lions. And thus confider yt 
throughout all Ages, that none that put their 
Truſt in God SHALL BE OVERCOME, Pray, Sit, 
conſider how this Speech agrees with your Hy- 
potheſis. You ſappoſe that the Jews of this 
Age had juſt been taught the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State by the Prophets; as what was necef- 
ſary for their Support, now that the extraord:- 
nary Providence (as you ſay p. 440.) W a4. 
2 W 1TH 
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WITHDRAWN. But if this was the Caſe, would 
it not (may ſome one aſk) have been natural for 
the old Man, who had the Scriptures in his 
Hands to comfort him, to have taken ſome No- 
tice of the Prophets, and the Comforts by 
them adminiſtred ? To have exhorted his Sons 
to have done their beſt to ſave the Law of God 
from Diſhonour ; and to have placed their /a/t 
Hopes, where the Prophets had placed them, 
in the Recompence that was to come? But in- 
ſtead of this, there is not one Word about the 
Prophets or their Doctrine; not one Word a- 
bout a future State; and the only Comfort he 
gives them, is the Hopes of a femporal Deliver- 
ance. If this does not abſolutely deſtroy your 
Notion of the withdrawing the extraordinary 
Providence (with which I have no Buſineſs at 
preſent) it may help you to underſtand one 
Thing, which is very much to my Purpoſe, 
viz, how conſſſtent ſuch Kind of Omiſſiuns are 
with the Belief of a future State ; and that if 
the ſame Spirit, with which this Speech was 
conceived ; the ſame Attention to the temporal 
Covenant ; runs throughout the whole Old 
Teſtament Hiſtory, (which, no doubt, is very 
obſervable) it can be no Argument, that the 
Doctrine was not then commonly known; for 
now at leaſt it was commonly known, if you 
and the Author of the ſecond Book of the Mac- 
cabees ſay true. It is very probable, that the 
el-W Prophets might more diligently inculcate this 
. Doctrine, than had been uſual in former Ages; 
AW which I am inclined to believe, more becauſe 
THe | H 3 | the 
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the Circumſtances of the Times ſeemed to re- 
quire it, than from what I read in their Books; 


in which, if = take them all together, from 


Jaiab to Malachi, there is not any Thing more, 
or plainer, to be found, touching the Reſur- 
rection and a future State, than is to be met 


with in the Writings of David, and Solomon, 


and in the Book of Job: No great Sign that 
this Doctrine received any NEw Light in that 
Age; but, in my Judgment, a very plain 


Proof, that the Prophets took it upon the ſame 


Foot, upon which Moſes left it; the common, 
national TRADITION. They were Miniſters 
of the temporal Covenant, as Moſes was; and 
it does not appear that they had Commiſſion to 
teach it any more than He; and you ſee plain- 
ly, by what has been quoted from the Macca- 
bees; that religious Men in thoſe Times founded 
their Hopes of the Reſurrection, not upon the 
Authority of the Prophets, but, upon God's 


. EVERLASTING COVENANT, This greatly con- 


firms what the learned - Biſhop of Sarum hath 


. faid in his Book of Prophecy. Diſc. 5. viz. that 


the Covenant made with Abraham, which God 
emphatically ſtiles My Covenant, and the 
EVERLASTING Covenant, was founded on 
better Hopes than thoſe of mere temporal 
Proſperity, We ſee it was underſtood as con- 
taining the Hopes of a Reſurrection in the la- 
teſt Ages of the Jewiſh Commonwealth, and 
may thence rationally conclude, that it was ſo 
underſtood from the beginning : For the Pro- 
phets give no Explanation of this Covenant, — 

= | ow 


* 1 — it —_ 32 


r n= o& www yy ww Wu rr - 


As 
of the ancient Fewifh Chierch, &c. 119 
how ſhould the later Jews have ſeen theſe Hopes 


in the Covenant; if the Senſe of their Fore- 


fathers had not directed them to this Meaning, 
through the common traditional Doctrine, 
which had prevailed in the Jeuiſb Chutch; 
from the very Age in which the Covenant was 

iveh ? oy” 
f have gone through the Argument ; and 
it will now be ſeaſonable to do Juſtice to 4 
late learned Prelate of our Church, whom you 
have preſſed into your Service. Your Words are 
theſe. ©* We have at length proved our third 
e Propoſition ; that the Doctrine of a futute 
e State of Rewards and Puniſhments is not to 
© be found in, nor did make Part of the Moſaic 
% Difpenſation ; and, as we preſume, to the 
* gatisfaction of every capable and impartial 
Reader. But to give theſe Arguments Credit 
« with thoſe who dgtermine only by Authori- 
* ty. I ſhall in the laſt Place ſapport them with 
* the Opinion of one of the moſt illuſtrious 
* Writers the Engliſb Church ever produced, 
* the learned Bp. BuLL.” p. 58 5. Your Ar- 
guments, Sir, have been conſidered; and of their 
true Worth ier every capable impartial Reader 


judge. I defire h Judges, and none elſe. But 


as to Biſhop Bull's Authority, which you now 
appeal to; it is not for you in any Thing that 

will ſerve you. | 
Be it remembred, Sir, that there are two 
Points in your Propoſition ; one, in Queſtion, 
the other, not in Queſtion, The Point not᷑ in 
Queſtion is this — Is the Promiſe of a future 
; H 4 State 


120 A Diſſertation on the Faith © © 


State any conſtituent Part of Moſes's Law? It is 
it is nat. Here you have Biſhop Bull 

with you; and ſo much the Paſſage by you 
quoted does certainly import. But what 4 he 
as to the other Point which is the Subject of our 
preſent Diſpute — Was the Doctrine of a future 
State known and believed under the Law? Hear 
him himſelf in the very next Paragraph. * Were 
there, then, any under the Law, 'who hoped for 
eternal Life ? I anſwer : It is likely that the 
better and more underflanding Part of the Pro- 
PLE of the Jews —— DID BELIEVE that God, 
befides thoſe good Things pertaining to this Life, 
_ which were ſpecially promiſed by the Law, would 
alſo beſte other good Things AFTER DEATH 
to thoſe who ſhould ſerve him faithfully. Yea it 
is ALTOGETHER NECESSARY 1 ſuppoſe this, 
left it ſhould be thought that holy and excellent 
. Men among the People of God LivED AND Die 
LIKE SWINE, This Faith, which the better 
Sort of the Few:/þ Nation had, and truſted to, 
the learned Prelate reſolves; partly into the Force 
of God's general Promiſes; partly into the h 
Opinion they had of temporal Good]; partly into 
the natural Notion they had of God's Goodneſs 
and the natural Bent and Propenſon of the 


An igitur, inquies, fuerunt ſub Lege qui vitam æternam 
ſperarent ? Reſp. Qui meliores erant et perſpicationes in Populo 
| Judaico, veroſimile eſt eos——credidifle, Deum, præter ſpeci- 

alia iſta bona ad hanc vitam pertinentia, & Legibus Nobel 
comprehenſa, etiam alia pcſt- Mortem, cultoribus ſuis fidis lar- 
giri velle. Imo sTATUENDUM ILLUD OMNINO EST, ne viros 
taros eximioſque, su u’ INsTAR, tum vixiſſe, tum devixiſſe 


eredatur. Harman. Apiſt. Difſert. Pofter. Cap. 10. F. 9. 
e Þ Soul 


rr 


Th es 


= WT 


* 2 


a 2 S&= 


| 


le 
| 
* 


. 
—— 
* 


cis 


2 7 


5 


— 
— — 


6 

of the ancient Jewiſh Church, &c. 121 
Soul towards ſomething better than theſe periſh 
ing Things ; partly into the Examples of Enoch, 
and Elijab; and partly into TRAD1T10N derived 
from the Patriarchs; to whom, he ſays, God 
did by many Indications hold forth the Hope of 
future good Things, and by this more eſpecially, 
that many who were eminent for their Virtues, 
fell greatly ſhort of „ in this World. But 
the Place which above all others does moſt plain- 
ly and fully ſhew Biſhop Bull's Opinion in this 
Point; is in his Engliſo Works, publiſhed by 
Mr. Nelſon, Vol. I. in which he has a Sermon 
upon this Subject; the Subſtance whereof I ſhall 
ſet down as follows, viz. ET 
* Good Men, even under the Law, or Old 

* Teſtament, looked beyond this preſent, vain, 
* tranſitory Life, and believed and hoped for an 
e everlaſting Happineſs in the Life to come.” 
To prove this, he produces ſeveral Paſſages out 
of the Pſalms and Writings of Solomon, and then 
goes on and ſays; good Men under the Law 
did not live and die like Swine, feeding only 
on the Huſks of theſe earthly Vanities, as 
* ſome have fooliſhly imagined. They had, un- 
* doubtedly, a future State in their Eye, and 
* lived by the Faith of it as well as we. This 
* Faith was firſt derived not from the Law of 
* Moſes (for that, in the Letter of it, promiſed 
* nothing beyond this Life) but from the gra- 
* cious 2 of God to Mankind from 
* the beginning.” To clear this he obſerves ; 
* that the Church of God always believed that 
Cod created Man to be immortal, and that 
« Adam 
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% Adam, by Sin, brought Death into the 
% World-—that he was not left in this fad 
State, without Hope, but Repentante 
* laid hold of the Mercies of a ſecond Cove. 
e nant——that, when God gave a ſecond Law 
e and Inſtitution to Adam in the Appointment 
te of Sacrifices, it is highly reaſonable to think 
* that he encouraged him alſo to the Obedience 
« of it, by a Promiſe of Acceptance, and Re- 
e ſtitution to his former Favour——that upon 
* this Hope he devoted himſelf to the Worſhip 
« and Service of God, and taught his Sons to 
* do the like — that this Promiſe made to 
& Adam, and believed by him and his Sons, was 
*« preached, publiſhed, and exemplified by Enoch 
«© ——thatby the Faith of this Promiſe, the Pa- 
* triarchs did, and ſuffered great Things—that 
« it was in Force under the Law, and con- 
* tinued inviolate and unqueſtioned among the 
e Fes, till after their Return from the Ca 
e tivity, after which Time, the Hereſy of the 
* Sadducees aroſe.” Serm. 8. : 
Can any thing, Sir, be more plain ? In this 
Writer's Opinion, you ſee the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State was as old as the Fall. It was belrev- 
ed by Adam and his Sons; it was preached and 
publiſhed among the People of God, before the 
Law, and under the Law, unqueſtioned, till the 
Time of the Captivity. Alas! Sir, the Biſhop 
was an utter Stranger to your new Diſcovery, of 
Secret-keeping among the ancient Fathers: A 
Notion! which in the very Latin Work from 
which you quote, and under your Eye when 
| "If, you 
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of the ancient Jewiſh Church, &c. 123 | 
you were tranſcribing ;. he explodes, as what he | 
_— could never enter into the Heart of any 
rcalonable Creature. You ſhall have his own . 
Words, for they are full to the — 
were in every Age, among the People of t 
Men of God, and Prophets — God, 2 
among ſo many = things made known to them, 
no reaſonable Perſon will ſuſpe to have been ig- | 
norant of the myſtical Senſè of the Law, and to | 
have known nothing concerning a Life to come. 
And fince it would be 1NJURIOUsS to thoſe excel- 
nt Men ro ENTERTAIN A THOUGHT, flat 
they ENVIED others the Benefit of that 
which they were favoured with themſelves ; it is 
PAST ALL DouBT that wherever they found 
fit Hearers, they oPENED to them the” HIDDEN 
MySTERIEs of the Law, and explained to eve- 
ry Man ſo much as was ſutted to his Capacity, 
and it was of Uſe to him to be acquarnted with, 

Again; in his Defence of this Work, againſt his 
Cenſurer, the Biſhop ſays; that + the Prophets 
who flouriſhed in every Age, EXPLAINED the 
Myſteries of a future State, that were hid un- 
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* Floruerunt ſeculis fere ſingulis in populo Judaico, viri Dei 
ac Prophetz cœlitus edocti, quos, inter tot arcana ipſis patefacta, 
Myſticum legis ſenſum penitus ignoraſfſe, nihilque de fatuta vita 
intellexiſſe, nemo prudens ſuſpicabitur. Cum autem FAG sir, 
VEL COGITASSE, viros optimas, Sapientiam qua ipſi pollebant, 
aliis invidiſſe, CREDENDUM OMNINO E5T eos, ſicubi idoneos in- 
venerint Auditores, EVoLV1ssE iis obtecta in lege Myſteria, ſin- 

uliſque tantum aperuiſſe, quantum captus ipſorum & utilitatis 

tio ferebat. Harmon, Ape. ibid. F. 10. 

Addo) Prophetas qui ſingulis Seculis in populo Dei floru- 
erunt, obtecta futuræ vitæ in Lege Myſteria, ET IAM Pres, pro 
captu ipſorum, EVOLVISs S. Exam. Cenſuræ. ad Animadverſ. 
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der the Law to the common PEOPLE [Plebi] I brin 
as their Capacities would admit.— And again; I by! 
that + Providence took Care that the Tradition Ml ſucl 
a future State, derived from the Patriarchs, bot 
ſhould ſubfit in it's full Vigor under the ' Law, It i 
and be EXPLAINED and CONFIRMED by' the Do- 
Prophets which he raiſed up in EvERY AGE, the 
for the Inſtruftion of 1s PeoPLE. Upon this Da 
[oh | Teaching it is, that he founds the popular No- the 
* tion of the ſeparate Exiſtence of the Soul after I be 
| Death; which he ſays obtained amongſt the iſ W. 
moſt ancient Jeus, after Moſes : And in Re- Cen 
ference to this Doctrine, he aſks this Queſtionꝰ, ſion 
to what Purpoſe ſhould the Soul remain after P 
Death ; unleſs a Life either of Happineſs or Mi. ¶ * 
ſery were reſerved for it, according to the Na. dure 
ture of the Things done in the Body? Diredtly I wh 
again, in Contradiction to vou; who by the 
1 mere Force of an Hypotheſis, have been compell- 
=_— ed to ſay, (plainly, - as the Biſhop thought) 
1 againſt common Senſe ; that though the Fews 
1 believed the ſeparate Exiſtence of the Soul, yet 
they had no intereſting Speculations concern- 
Ing it. : | | 
Theſe Things recurring to my Thoughts, 
when I read your Book; I ſtood in ſuſpence, 
and under ſome Amazement, that you ſhould hay 


I + | + Curavit Deus ut Traditio de vita futura, a Patriarchis—der:- whe 
1 vata, etiam ſub Lege vigeret, & Prophetarum oo nn,, 
1 quos, ſingulis æt itibus in populo ſuo ſuſcitavit, tum 8x PoXERE: 
TUR, tum confirmaretur. By ad Animadv. 22. F. 5. 

®* Quorſum vero maneret Anima poſt mortem Corpotis, nili 
vita ipſi, five miſera, five beata, pro ratione eorum quæ geſſerit 

in corpore, reſtaret? Bid. ; 
| bring 
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bring Biſhop Bull for your Voucher; who, if 
by the Spirit of Prophecy, he had foreſeen that 
ſuch Doctrines would have been advanced, could 
not more effectually have condemned them! 
It is very true that Biſhop Bull, does place the 
Doctrine of a future State among the Arcana of 
the Jus; and ſpeaks of it as brought to open 
Day-light in the Times immediately following 
the Babyloniſb Captivity. His Opinion (which 
he took from Grotius) was; that there was a 
two-fold Manner of teaching among the an- 
cient Jews; one ſuited to vulgar Apprehen- 
fions, the other, to thoſe who had made ſome 
Proficiency in Knowledge. To theſe latter he 
aſſigns the teaching of the Doctrine of a fu- 
ture State, 'till the Time of the Captivity ; after 
which, he ſays, it lay open to all in common. 
Be this Notion right or wrong (for it concerns 
me not) here is ſtill a fundamental Difference 
between you. . For the Biſhop thought that the 
Doctrine of a future State was in all Ages fit 


to be made known, and accordingly, that in all 
Ages it was made known, to as many among 
the People as were qualified to be inſtructed in 


it. You think, that 'till after the Captivity— 
it was not fit to be publickly made known; and 
have therefore limited the Knowledge of it 


to the Heads and Leaders, excluſively of the 


whole Body of the People. Surely, there is a 
great Difference between induſtriouſly keeping 


a Thing out of Sight; and induſtriouſly propagat- 
ing it among all who were able and willing 


to receive it. The firſt is YouR Secret-Reep- 
ang ; 


126 w Diſſertation on the Faith 
ing; the laſt is Biſhop Bulls; which is juſt ſuch 
Secret-keeping as St. Paul (peaks of, 1 Cor. iii. 2. 
k I have fed you with MILK, not with MEAT, 
if for bitherto ye were not ABLE to bear it. | 
0 And now, Sir, what are we to ſay to theſs 
Things? —You have given your own Anſwer ; 
b and I will report it faithfully, *: 

[4 At p. 476. you had faid, that © there have not 
| * been wanting at all Times, Men of greateſt 


. Eminence for Parts and Piety, who have not 
1 F only doubted, but plainly denied a future 
« State to be in the Mqſaic Religion, though, 
e to be juſt, with the ſame Obſcurity, and 
« Embarras that others have maintained it.” 
Upon this Paſſage, in your fecond Edition, 5. 
479. you have the following marginal Note, 
* To give an Example only in Biſhop Bull, 
* whole Latin Words for a future State's not 
« being in the Mſaic Diſpenſation are quoted. 
“ Yet in an Engliſb poſthumous Sermon, he 
« ſeems to ſpeak in a very different Manner 
| « I ſhould not have illuſtrated this Cenſure 
ih * by the Example of ſo excellent a Perſon, had 
* not the Indifcretion of a wretched Scribler 

ic thus forced it from me Who this wretched 
-Scribler is, I know not. But ſomebody it ſhould 
ſeem it is; who has already charged you with 
 contradifting Biſhop Bull, in the very Point for 
Which you have appealed to him as your Vouch- 
er. And the neceflary Conſtruction of your 
marginal Note is; that you have indeed con- 
tradicted Biſhop Bull in what he hath ſaid in 
his Engliſʒ poſthumous Sermon; 8 
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Biſhop Bull is inconſiſtent with himſelf, having 
ſpoken, in this Sermon, in @ very different Man- 
ner from what he hath ſaid in his Latin Works; 
and that it was out of mere Tenderneſi to the 
Character of {6 excellent @ Perſon, that you did 
not obſerve this before. I wiſh, Sir, you had 
reſerved that little Mercy you have fe thoſe 
who chance to differ from you in Opinion ; to 
be beſtowed where it is more wanted. The 
Biſhop has no Occaſion for it. He is through- 
out confiſtent with himſelf; having conftanthy 


maintained, both in his Exgliſb and Latin 


Works; that the Doctrine of a future State was 
known and believed by the People of God, both 
before and under the Law; and as conſtantly 
denied in both, that Salvation was to be hac 
BY the Law; as the Paſſages produced do moſt 
fully ſhew. All the Ob/curzty ; all the Emlur- 
ras, you complain of, is in yourſelf ;. in not at- 
tending to theſe wo Points, which he has ac- 
curately diſtinguiſhed, but, which you have 
perpetually confounded throughout this whole 
Queſtion. But if you had known or believed, 
that the Biſhop is inconſiſtent with himſelf; 
you ſhould have ſaid plainly and honeſtly what 
the Caſe 7s ; or you ſhould have left him wholly 
out of the Queſtion. For by appealing to him, 
you pretend to lay ſome Weight upon his Autho- 
rity (and hoped, no doubt, that your Readers 
would do ſo too) which now, by your own 
Confeſſion, is nothing. It would be well for 
you if it were nothing: But if there is any 
Senſe in Language the Biſhop is con/iftentily a- 
gainſt you. 2 Ong 
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One Thing more I will beg Leave to take 
notice of, in reference to the Sentiments of 
this learned Divine, which will ſhew (among 


many other) how little real Deference you Pay 
t 18 


to his Opinion ; and indeed to your own, 
— 
The Biſhop having laid it down, that the 
Law of Moſes contained only temporal Promiſes 
and Threatnings ; makes Uſe of this as an Ar- 
gument to ſhew it's /nfirmity and Imperfection; 
in as much as the Hopes of mere temporal 
Things not only were not a fufficient Foundation 
for Virtue, but were apt (as Men might be diſ- 
poſed) to beget a ſordid, groveling Spirit, ef+ 
tranged from true, genuine, Piety. For this his 
Cenſurer takes him to Taſk ; and charges him 
with Blaſpbemy againſt the Law and againſt God. 
In your marginal Note, p. 586, 587. you take 
notice of this and fay (in a Decency of Lan- 


guage very familiar to you) it is © one of thoſe 


* dirty Calumnies which paſs from one foul 
4 Mouth to another ;*—and that © this Rail- 
« er ſtole it from Peter Baro, who had raſh- 
ly ſaid, that if the Rewards and Puniſhments 4 
the Law were only TEMPORARY, it could not 

ſuppoſed to come from God; and given this Reaſon 
for it, that if Men had no View to any Thing but 
the Advantages of this Life, there could be no 


true Virtue or fincere Worſhip of God. Upon 


this Argument you remark ; that © thoſe who 
« will talk after him ix Tais AGE muſt have 
* loſt both Senſe and Shame. The true Foun- 
« dation of Morality is the Will of God. But 
60 18 
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« is not the Diſtinction between Right and 
« JVrong perpetually inforced by the Law of 


% Moſes on this Principle? This then is the 


* Spring and Origin of all true Virtue; and to 
te give it the greateſt Efficacy, the Love and 
te Fear of God is there likewiſe inceſſantly in- 
* culcated. But how does a long or a ſbort 
e Exiſtence ; a Life here or elſeubere; AT ALL 
% AFFECT the Practice of Virtue ſo founded? 
You have taken Care of yourſelf, I perceive, 
whatever is to become of Biſhop Bull; who (un- 
leſs he may plead ſome Privilege from his not 
having had the Benefit of your Speculations 
upon moral Obligation) I am afraid, will very 
hardly aps Jour Cenſure, of wanting either 
Senſe or Shame. He does not ſay abſolutely 
that there can be 0 true Virtue where there is 
no other Motive to Obedience but what is mere- 
ly temporal; but he ſays what comes very near 


it. He ſays there will be no en Reward 


for Virtue ; that Religion will run very lo: 
Nay he puny 4a inſiſts, that the eus muſt be 
ſuppoſed to have had the Knowledge of a future 
State; becauſe otherwiſe they muſt have lived 
and died LIKE SWINE. If this is an Error on 
the one Hand; you are certainly as extravagant 
on the other; in Tu c. it as an indifferent 
Thing, with reſpect to the Practice of Virtue, 
whether Men are influenced by the Motives of 
this World or the next. But 1 do not mean 
to ſettle this Point between you and the Biſhop. 
This only I will obferve; that. whatever there be 
in this Argument, e ſtands clear of s 
ut 
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in your Preface to the eus (as I have 


but it falls dire#ly upon vou. The Biſhop is 
clear of it thus; that though he denies to the 
Law of Moſes, ſtrictly taken, any other Sanctiont 
than what are temporal; yet he ſays, and int, 
that the Providence of God had provided for 
the Practice of true Virtue, by other Means, 
I. e. by another Covenant (ſubfiſting with and 
under the Law) in which the Promiſe of eternal 
Life was contained ; and which was by his Pro- 
phets, in all- Ages of the Few:/ Church, to be 


explained to the People. "This is his Apology 


for himſelf; and the Anſwer is ſatisfactory. But 
this Plea will not ſerve for You ; who denying 
abſolutely all Knowledge of a future State to the 
People of the Jews till near the Time of Chriff's 
coming; have, of Courſe, left them under the 
mere Sanctions of the Law, 7. e. under the 
Force of temporal Motives only : And whether 
this be a proper Foundation whereupon to lay 
the whole Werght of Religion, is not (permit me 
to ſay) ſo „igt a Queſtion as you are now will- 
ing to make of it. If the Biſhop wanted an 
Advocate, I have told you =o a very able one; 
I mean yourſelf. For th here you ſeem to 
be of i” that it will in — feli the 


Practice of Virtue, whether a future State is 


believed or not, provided the Vill of God is 
allowed to be the Foundation of Morality 2 


obſerved) you tell them (p. 23.) © that the 
% Fewi/ſh Religion, usr want much of ab- 
* ſolute Perfection, BeECAvsSE it wants a Doc- 
** trine 80 ESSENTIAL 70 Religion,” It is in- 
E p explicable 
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explicable to me, Sit; how that ſhould be 9 


ſential to Religion, by the Want of which the 


Practice of Virtue will in nothing be affected. 
Or why, if the Doctrine of a future State be 
eſſential to Religion; you ſhould oniy tell the 
eus that their Religion is % perfect, and not 
ve ſaid roundly that they had »o Religion at 


all. You have therefore, hut your Choice of 


one or the other of theſe two Opinions; and 
which will you take? If you ſay that the Doe- 
trine of a future State is ot eſſential to Religion; 


your Argument againſt the cut will fail. But 


if you fay it is eſſential; you muſt ſtrike out 
your marginal Note, and Baros Objection will 
remain unanſwered. - 19 08. 090A 
I have done with this Point; and if I have 
not ſhewn your ſecond Propoſition to be wrong; 
. may ſo far profit by this Diſquiſition; as to 
able, by clearing up the Difficulties which I 
have thrown in your Way, to ſhew the Truth 
of it to more Advantage; It you are able to 
do this; in the Name of God goon. TRT R is 


what I ſeek ; and, be it with me or be it againſt 


me, LET TRUTH PREVAIL, Yet, Sir, would 
I not have you ſuppoſe, that I have given you 
or myſelf this Trouble; only to ſhew that I 
think you are m/taken. It is a Point in which 
the HonouR of Religion is concerned: In which 
we are both agreed; but in our particular Ways 
of reckoning we exceedingly differ. You con- 
ſider the Ignorance of the Jews as to the Doc- 
trine of a future State; as one of the'moſt Mo- 
MEN rous T'RUTHS that Revelation has to m_— 
3110 12 . 
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132 A Diſſertation on the Faith” 
of, I, on the other Hand, look upon it as a 
D1sGRACE to Revelation; as, by the very Act 
of God himſelf, it ſhuts out his own choſen Peo- 
ple (for many Ages) from that /ing/e Point of 


— which could be the Foundation of a 
b 


reaſonable Worſhip; whilſt, by the Directions of 
his Providence, all the World beſides, were per- 
mitted to have the Benefit of it. I am a Friend 
to Chriſtianity, and to all who are able: and 
willing to promote it's Inteteſts.: And if by any 


juſt Uſe of the _ Diſpenſation, you can 


throw Light upon the common Evidences of our 
Faith; you will deſerve the publick Thanks. 
Whether you intend to proceed, or will ſuffer 
yourſelf to be wholly diverted from your Pur- 
poſe by Matters of another Kind, leſs ſuitable 
to your Clerical Function; vou beſt know. But 
give me leave to ſay, Sir, you are a Debtor to 
the Publick ; and I hope, that, in your next 
Volume, you will make ſome Amends, for the 
Wrong you have done to Religion in thzs ; in 
which, inſtead of placing Chriſtianity upon a 


ſurer bottom; you have only furniſhed out 


more Handles to Unbelievers. For what Notion 
will an Unbeliever be apt to entertain of Reve- 
LATION, when he ſhall be told ; that, from the 
Beginning of the World, to the Appearance of 


. Chriſt ; it's usE was, to hood-Wwink infinitely the 


ter Part of thoſe to whom it was vouchſafed, 


grea 
Inſtead of enlightening them? If there is any 


Hope worthy of the Attention of a reaſonable 
Creature; it is the Hope of ſomething better to 
come, when this vain and troubleſome. * 
+ I 


: 1 | 
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ſhall have an End, Tt was this Hope that the 
Heathen Philoſophers (or ſome of them) ſought 
after, and found; (or 7hought they found) and 
dim and interrupted as the Proſpect appeared, 
ſtill they were glad of it; and received from it 
great Conſolation. © But the Jeu (if you are to 
be believed) though under the peculiar Care and 


Direction of God himſelf; had a Vz1L thrown 


before their Eyes; to divert the faint Glimmer- 
ings of natural Light, leſt perchance, it might 
break in upon them; to teach them (for hrs, 
fo far as I can percewe, is the worſt Effect it 
could have) to worſhip God, with more pure, 
and fincere, Affection. For you have told us (as 
we have already ſeen) that temporal Good and 
Evil, were propoſed and diſpenſed to them; to 
CONFINE them to the Hopes of this World, 
and to sToP them from looking any farther. 

Strange! (and till now, unheard of) Doctrine! 
Do you think that ſuch an Image of Revelation 

as this, is likely to cure Unbelievers of their Pre- 

judices; and will not rather miniſter freſh Of- 

fence! If any Thing hinders this Effect, it muſt 

be the Ab/urdity of the Conceit.— But enough 

of this. If the Reader has a Mind to ſee ano- 

ther, very ſtrong, Example of the ſame Sort of 
Management; he may find it in the Appendix. 

I conclude this Diſſertation with giving you 
one Caution; that whilſt I am finding Fault 
with theſe 33 Parts of your Perform- 
ance; I do by no Means take upon me to decide 


upam the Merits of your GENERAL SYSTEM, 
What that 7s, I do not pretend to underſtand at 
3 12 preſent; 


rr *. 
GE da. — _ — = > 


IS _ 
— 2 * 


— = 


—— —— * 
4 — — 9 % 


—— 


134 A Diſſertation on the Faith & c, 
preſent ; but may know, when you have finiſn- 


ed your whole Deſign, If it is your Intention 


to proceed, and it were hot too great .a Pre- 
ſumption in me to offer my Advice; it ſhould 
be; to lay the Veigbt of your Argument, not 
upon this, that the Jews KN EWÜ NOTHING of 
a future State; but, upon this, that TRE Law 
or Moss, has made NO Provislon for it. 
If this Principle is ALL you wANT, it will 
ſtand ; and you will have nothing to anſwer for, 
but the ii Judgment, of advancing, and takin 

ſo much Pains to ſupport, another Point, with 
which your Concluſion has nothing to do, But 
if this Point muſt either be made good, or your 
DEMONSTRATION fall; you are engaged in a 
very hopeleſs Undertaking. For however it 


may not ſeem clear and plain, that the Fews 


DID believe a future State; CERTAINTY that 
they did vor, is impoſſible to be come at. 


J am, Ke. 
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' CONSIDERATIONS 
ON THE | 


CoMmManD to ABRAHAM, 
to offer up his Son 1/aac. 


Should be guilty of a Neglect, which you 
would not, perhaps, eaſily forgive; ſhould 
I omit to take Notice of this famous 
Caſe. And as it has ſome Alliance with the 
foregoing Argument; I ſhould have been in- 
clined to have paid my Reſpects to it ſooner; 
if I had not perceived that the entring into this 
| Point, in the Body of my Work, would have 
too much interrupted the Thread of my Ar- 
gument. What you propoſe, is to mend the 
common Account of this Tranſaction; and (as 
you ſay p. 590.) ** by the Aid of your In- 
* terpretation, to give the true Solution of 
* thoſe INEXPLICABLE DIFFICULTIES, 
% which have been ſo long the Stumbling- 
* block of Infidelity.” But it appears to me, 
Sir ; that your Account hath no F oundation in 
Truth; and that in atttempting to remove old 
Objections, very well guarded againſt by the 
| common 
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ones, not to be anſw 


When the figurative Word Day is uſed not 
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common 1 have raiſed new 
upon yours. Let 
the Reader judge. 
Vour Poſition is this; 
* That when God ſays to Abraham, TAX ER 
* Now THY SoN, THINE ONLY SON ISAAC, 
t &c. the Command is merely an Information, 
* by Action inſtead of Words, of the GREAT 
© SACRIFICE for the Redemption of Man. 
* kind, given at the Requeſt of Abraham, why 
* longed impatiently _ Chrift's Day, © 
The Foundation of your Tuxsis, you lay 
te in that Scripture of St. Jabn, (Cup. vii, Ver, 
« 56.) where Jeſus ſays to the unbelieving Fews, 
* Your Father Abraham rejorced to ſee my Day, 
* and he ſaw it and was glad. p. 592. ; 
As this Text is your Corner Stone; your In- 
terpretation ought to be very ſtrongly — 
Let us ſee if this is the Cafe, + You ſay I 
1. That by the Word Day is meant; the 
great Sacrifice of Chriſt ; which is thus proved, 


28S B-e Q OO =* ed Ar > = es = - oc - 


“to expreſs in general, the Period of any one's 
« Exiſtence, but to denote 2 Office, lc. 
and Employment; it muſt n nify, that | 
«« very Circumſtance of his Life, which is the Wc: | 
© Charaferiftic of ſuch Office and Employ- WW: | 


ment. But Jeſus is here ſpeaking of his pe- Bc: / 


e culiar Office, and Employment, i. e. his Of. WW - 


© fice of Redeemer, Therefore by the Word WW. | 


* Day muſt needs be meant that Character WW 8 
* iſtic Circumſtance of his Life. But that N re 
* Circumſtance was laying it down for the Re WW... 
SF Te * demption i © 


| b 
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« demption of Mankind. Conſequently, by the 
| Wl « Word Day, is meant the GREAT SAck1- 
« pxce of Chriſt.” p. 593. Really, Sir, I ſee 
vo manner of Conſequence. in this s Reaſoning, 
hat Chriſt's Day bath Reference to his Office 
„as Redeemer I grant. The Day of Chriſt, de- 
„ notes the Time when Chriſt ſhould come, i. e. 
T WW when xs ſhould come, who was to be fach by 
oe and Appointment. But why it muſt im- 
port alſo, that when Chriſt came he ſhould be 
offered up as a Sacrifice; I do not in the leaſt 

Y Wl apprehend becauſe I can very cafily under- 
To Lad that Arabam might have been inform- 


ed that Chriſt was to come; without 
7 Wl informed that he was to lay down his Life as a 
| Sacrifice. If Abraham faw that a Time would 
He come, when ONE of his Seed ſhould fake a- 
el way the Cur) ; he ſaw Chriſt's Day. And 
*- WM this, I fay, might ſee ; whether he faw by 
m what Ad, the Curſe was to be taken awdy, or 

not. | 
not 2. You are not more ſucceſsful in your next 
Point. Abraham rejoiced to ſee my Day, and 
ce, if be ſaw it, and was glad -b LAH Tv meeps 
bat I « TI d, xy EIAE.——This (ſay you) evident- 
tho te ly ſhews it the Revelation] to have been 
N. made not by Relation in Words, but by Re- 
Pe te preſentation in Action. How ſo? The Rea- 


ſon follows. The Verb «dw is frequently 
* uſed in the new Teſtament, in it's proper 
* Signification, to SEE SENSIBLY.”——ſn the 
New Teſtament, do you fay ? Yes, Sir; and in 


Rev 
ton frery Greek Book you ever . in your Wha 
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What you ſhould have ſaid, is, that it is ſo uſed 
here; and I ſuppoſe, you old have ſaid ſo, 
if you had known how to have proved it. One 
Thing needs no Proof, which is, that in all 
Languages, ſceing and knowing, are frequently 
uſed as equivalent Term; \'* 
| "EZduda, pj a vow ive ETAOMEN apt, 
is an Inſtance you may not have forgot ſince you 
learnt it at School.” But we have an Inſtance; 
directly to the Point in hand. "Heb. xi. '14, 
Theſe all died in Faith, not having received 
Promiſes; ad wopgtbev evra; AON TE, but 
having SEEN them afar of You will remem- 
ber, Sir, that Abraham ſtands in this Catalogue 
among the reſt; and the Apoſtle fays of them 
ALL indifferently, that they saw the Promi- 
ſes, i. e. THAT BIESSING Which was the 
Subject of theſe. Promiſes. How did they ſet 
them? By Repreſentation in Action, will you 
ſay? I ſuppoſe not. But the Apoſtle tells you 
how. They ſaw them by Faith, a great way off: 
And why may not this be all that our Saviour 
intended? What Difference, in Senſe, is -there 
between faying that he ſaw the Promiſes afar 
off; and that he ſaw Chriſt's Day? But if tu bet 
was all; perhaps you will tell me, it was a very Po. 
ſtrange Anſwer of the eus, thou art not 50 V 
fifty Years old, and haſt thou sE EN Abraham? 
which (ſay you) © plainly intimates, that they 
e -underſtood the Aſſertion of Abraham's ſeein} 
* Chriſt's Day, to be a real beholding him i"! 
© Perſon.” No doubt, Sir, the Fews anſwe 
our Saviour, as if he had ſaid, that Abrahet on 
| al 


5 Go ; | 
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ed and He were Catemporaries; in which they an- 
ſo ſwered very fooliſhly, as they did on many 
ne other Occaſions; and the Anſwer will as little 
all agree with — Interpretation as it does with 
tly mine. For does your Interpretation ſuppoſe 
f that Abrabam ſaw Chriſt in Perſon? No; you 
ſay it was by Repreſentation only. Neverthe- 
ou leis, upon the Strength of theſe two Obſerva- 
ice. tions only; you take it up as a atrided Point, 
14. chat Abralum was acquainted with the great da- 
I crifice of Chriſt ;- and that he ſaw it by Repre- 
hut WM fentation. © So far (ſay you) 1s cLEAR, that 
em. © Abraham nap. indeed this Revelation,” I 
muſt ſubmit it to the Publick, (to whoſe Judg-. 
nem ment I appeal) whether this Point 1s CLEAR: 
ini. or any thing like it. But to do you full Juſtice, 
Iwill take in one Obſervation more, by which 
you have endeavoured to. ſtrengthen. yourſelf, 
(though it lies a little out of the Way) and which 
relates to the former Part of the Text... _ 

That Abraham had a. general Promiſe, that 
in him all the Families of the Earth ſhould be 
bleſſed ; which general Promiſe, camprebendt or 
contains the Promiſe of the Redemption; is agreed. 
between us. And this general Promiſe, I ſup- 
poſe, might be the Subject of the Patriarch's 
Foy. You (in Favour of your Hypotheſis) ſup- 
poſe ; that /ubſequent to this general Promile, 
Abraham had, upon. his — Requeſt, ſome 
ſpecial Promiſe made to him, of a more Aiſtinct 
Communication, of the Manner how, and the 

eans by which this great Work ſhould: be ac- 
ompliſhed ; and that this ec Promiſe _ 
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ſpecial Promiſe requeſted or made; it was very 


„ MIGHT fee; which implies that the Period 
of this Joy was in the Space between the Pro 
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the Matter of his rejoicing. ** This Hiſti 

* of Abraham, (ſay you) has plainly — 
0 ſtin& Periads. The firſt contains God's Pro- 


- © miſe to grant his Requeſt ; when :Abrabam re- 


e joiced that he snoutD ſee—Within the ſecond 
das the Delivery of the Command [to ſacrifice 
<* hisSon]—And Abraham's Obedience, through 
* which ne saw Chriſt's Day and was glad, 
* includes the third.” p. 616. The Promiſe, 


which you fay God made to Abrabam to grant 


his Requeſt, cannot be the general Promiſe, that 
he ſhould be a Bleſing to all Nations; for this 
was given upon his firff Vocation, without his 
Requeſt. Therefore it muſt be a ſpecial, fubſe- Ml | 
quent Promiſe. But there is not one Word in 
the Hiſtory of the Old Teſtament, to juſtify IM ' 
this three · fold Diſtinction ; as you confeſs your- ) 
ſelf. For you fay that Me/es's Hiſtory -** b«- fl 1 
e gins with the ſecond Period, and that the t 
te firſt was wiſely omitted by the Hiſtorian.” It W y 
tl 
ir 
7 


there never was any ſuch Period; never any ſuch 


honeſt in the Hiſtorian to ſay nothing about it; 
and vob will be the w/e Man, who can ſe 
what is not to be found. But what is wanting 
in Hiftory, it ſeems Criticiſin is to ſupply. The 
Words in the Original are, eya\Auzoaſoe INJ 
LAH; i. e. (fay you) © he rejoiced that E 


« miſe that the Favour . ould be conferred, 


and the actual conferring it in the Delivery Mhot] 
of the Command The Engli/þ 9 Ap: 
wt. 1 « (ih - 


6 
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t ſee, is equiyocal ; and means either the preſent 
Time, that he did then ſee; or the future, 
e that he /hould ſee. But the Original ive idy 
has only the latter Senſe ; ſo that the Text 
« plainly diſtinguiſhes two different Periods of 
* Joy ; the firſt when it was promiſed he ſhould 
« ſee; the ſecond when he aFually ſaw: And 
* it is to be obferved, that in the exact Uſe of 
the Words; dywanaoue fignifies that tumul- 
« tuous Pleaſure, which the certain Expectation 
* of an ching Bleſſing, underſtood only 
in the Groſs, occaſions ; and yaipw that calm 
and ſettled Joy, that ariſes from our Know- 
edge in the Poſſeſſion of it.” Where are your 
Authorities for all this? You produce none. 
Wherever you had your Greek, I am very fure 
you had ** from the New Teſtament; 
where theſe Words are uſed; indiſcriminateh, 
to denote that Affection or Paſſion of Mind, 
which ariſes from the Senſe of Bleſſings, whe- 
ther preſent, or in Expefation. Thus 1 Pet. 
w. 13. Rejoice ¶ xalgiſe] inaſmuch as ye are Par- 
takers 7 Chrift's Sufferings, that when bis Glory 
ſhall be revealed | xaęiri ayannupera] ye may 
be glad with exceeding Foy. See you not here, 
the direct reverſe of what you ſay; that xaige | 
liphifies the Joy which ariſes upon Propped, 
and &yaxAatea, that which ariſes from Po/⸗ 
fon? Again; Rev. xix. 7. Let us be glad 

reorce Hey X; GyRA Au Dor | — for 
the Marri 1 the Lomb IS er. 5 wile 
both Words refer to Bleſſings in Poſſeſſion. 
Again; Mart. v. 12. Rejoice and be exceeding 
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glad [xaupe]e xy a yarniaode] for great is your: Res 
ward in Heaven ; where both refer to Bleflings 
in Proſpeci. For ought then that appears from 
the Words; we are at Liberty to ſuppoſe ; that 
the Joy which Abrabam —_— was upon 
the Knowledge already communicated by the 
general Promiſe ; not upon any /arihber Com- 
munications hereafter to be expected. But what 
then ſhall we do with ? To rejoice that be 
might ſee the Bleſſing which he already had; in 
the Engliſb Language, is not Senſe, I grant it. 
And therefore our Tranſlators avoid it, and ren- 
der the Paſſage thus; Abraham rejoiced To 8E8 
my Day; which rendring will very well ſtand 
with the Greet; where ib is often put for 5: 
or ar:; poſitive as you are, that it always refers 
to a future Time. Thus Job. xvi. 2. The Time 
cometh THAT [iva] whoſoever killeth you. will 
think that he doeth God good ſervice. Again; 
1 Cor. iv. 3. with me it 15a ſmall Thing THAT 
[h I ſhould be judged of you. And nearer to 
the Point yet 3 Job. iv. I have no greater Jg 
(he ade] than THAT I hear, or than To 
ear, that my Children walk in the Truth. And 
why not here, Sir; Abraham rejoiced [iva 40% 
WHEN he ſaw, or THAT he ſaw, or (which Re 
is equivalent) To SEH my Day ? There is but WM by 
one Difficulty that ſtands in the Way, and that ¶ vide 
is this; that according to this Interpretation, the ¶ con 
latter Part of the Sentence is a Repetition of the Mis tl 
former. Abraham rejoiced to ſee my Day, and hi and 
ſaw it and was glad; i. e. Abraham rejoiced i ¶ not 
fee ; and then, /aw and rejoiced. But ſuch kind d 
| Repetition 
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Repetitions are frequent in the ſacred Dialect ; 
and in. my humble Opinion, it has an Elegance 
here. Abraham rejoiced to ſee my Day ; lde, 
x exagy. He BOTH SAW and WAS GLAD. 

I ſuppoſe, Sir, it may now be granted, that 
it is NOT clear, from theſe Words of our Sa- 
viour; that Abrabam had any ſuch Notice of 
Chriſt's Sacrifice as you contend for. The Text 
may (for any Thing you have proved) mean no 
more than what it is commonly underſtood to 
mean; vi. that Abraham ſeeing a REDeMe- 
TION to come through his Seed, rejoiced at the 
Bleſſing. Here then, Sir, your Argument muſt 
neceſlar;ly have it's Period. For this Text ſtands as 
the FouUNDAT io of all that follows; the Tenden- 
cy of which is only to ſhew, that (ApMITTING 
or ALLOWING that Abraham was acquaint- 
ed with the great Sacrifice of Chriſt) — it is 
reaſonable to expect an Account of it in his 
Hiſtory ; that — there is no Place in the Hiſ- 
tory of Abraham but this, where he was com- 
manded to ſacrifice his Son, which has the 
leaſt Marks or Traces of ſuch a Revelation ; 
that this Tranſaction ſtands in the very Place 
where one would naturally expect to find this 
Revelation; that — this Way of Information, 
by Action, is agreeable to the Method of Pro- 
vidence in other Caſes; and was moſt appoſite to 


convey the Information intended. This, Sir, 


is the Subſtance of what occurs between p. 594 
and 608. But all this, I muſt ſet aſide, as 
not pertinent, till your firſt Point is eſtabliſhed 

1 upon 
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upon ſurer Grounds. But to make good the 
Defect in this conſequential Reaſoning; you offer 
at one direct Proof, to ſhew that the Command 
and the Tranſaction conſequent upon it, was in- 

tended as a © . e Information to Abra- 
ham, of the Redemption of Mankind, by the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt ; which is, that the Author 
of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, has plainh 
&« hinted that he conſidered it in this Light.” 
Your Proof is from theſe Words, Chap. xi. Ver. 
17 — 19, © By Faith Abraham offered 
& up Iſaac — accounting that God was. able 
© tpraiſe him from the Dead; from whence al. 
* ſo he received bim in a Figure; EN IIAP4- 
C4 BOAH, in @ Parable: A Mode of Infor- 
© mation by Words or Actions, which confiſts 
ein putting one Thing for another. Now 
% ina Writer, [ſay you] who regarded this 
* commanded Action, as a repreſentative In- 
* formation of the Redemption of Mankind; 
* nothing could be more fine or eaſy than 
* this Expreſſion. For though Abraham did 
*« not, indeed, receive 1/aac reſtored to Like 
c aftera real Diſſolution; yet the Son being in 
*.this Action, to repreſent Chriſt ſuffering 
Death for the Sins of the World, when the 
% Father brought him ſafe from Mount Mori 
ce ah, after three Days, during which, he wa 
in the State of Condemnation to Death; he 
© plainly received him under the Character of 

& Chriſt's Repreſentative, as reſtored from the 
Dead. For as his coming to the 2 

5 « an 


Comment to Abraham, &c. 147 
« and _— and laying on the Altar, figur- 
« ed the Sufferings and Death of Chriſt ; fo 
« his being talen from thence alive, as pro- 
« perly figured Chriſt's Reſütrection from 
e the Dead; With the higheſt Propriety there- 
« fore, and Elegance of Speech, might Abra- 
* hath be ſaid to receive Jſaac from the Dead 
* in a Parable, or in Repreſentation.” p. 610, 
611. TRE 

But with yout Leave, Sir; if the Apoſtle 
had meant by this Expreſſion, to ſignify, that 
Taac ſtood as the Repreſeritative of Chtiſt, and 
that his being taken from the Mount alive, 
was the Figere of Chriſt's Reſurrection; it 
fhould have beeti ſaid, that Abraham received, 
not IsA Ac- from the Dead in a Figure, but, 
that he feceived, CHRIST from the Dead in a 
Figure. For ur it was, (according to your 
Interpretation) that was received from the Dead 
in a Figure, by Iſaac his Repreſentative, who 
really came alive from the Mount. If the Read- 
mg had been, not & mE, bat kg m ᷓ 
, it would have ſuited your Notion; for if 
might properly have been ſaid, that Jſaac came 
alive from the Mount as a Figure, or that he might 
be a Figure, of the Reſurrection of Chriſt. But 
then a Neaſn will be wanting, why, inſtead of 
ſpeakingthe Fact as it really was, that Jſauc came 
alive from the Mount; the Apoſtle choſe rather 
to fay (what was not really the Caſe) that Abra- 
ham received him from the Dead. If Iſaae did 
not die (as it is certain he did not) Abraham 
could not receive him from the Dead. And yet 

| _ the 
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you paſs it over with abſolute Neglect, and 
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the Apoſtle fays, he received him from the 
Dead. The clearing up this Difficulty, will 
ſhew the true Senſe of this Paſſage. The Apo- 
ſtle does not ſay imply and ab/olutely, that Abra- 
ham received Tſaac from the Dead; but that 
he received him from the Dead; & D 
in a Parable; i. e. in a Compariſon, or by Com- 
pariſon. Thus the Word is uſed, Marz iv. 30. 
Whereunto ſhall we Iiken the Kingdom of God, or 
with what COMPARISON [ev Toig wWapaſGony] 
ſhall we compare it ? The Meaning then may be, 
that Abraham's receiving 1/aac alive (after his 
Death was denounced) by the Revocation of the 


Command; was, As IF HE HAD received him 


from the Dead, Thus ſeveral Ho under- 
ſtand the Place. Or it may be, as others will haye 


it, that the Apoſtle here refers to the BIRTH of 


Tfaac, which was [& wapabony,] comparatively 
ſpeaking, a receiving him from the Dead ; his 
Father being old, and his Mother paſt the Age 
of Child-bearing ; on which Account, the Apo- 
{tle ſtiles them both, dead. Rom. iv. 19. Which 
Interpretation I the rather approve ; becauſe it 
ſuggeſts the proper Ground of Abraham's Faith, 
He received Jſaac at firſt from- the Dead; and 
why might not 1/aac then come from the Dead 


again? The ſame Power which quickened the 


dead Womb, could alſo quicken the lifelels 
Duſt. It is not to be ſuppoſed, Sir, that you 
are a Stranger to theſe Interpretations, which 
are in every body's Hands; but as if no- 
thing of this Sort had ever been thought of, 
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will needs have it, that the Apoſtle was © full 
« of your Ideas“; for no other Reaſon that J 
can ſee, than becauſe you are full of them yourſelf. 
The laſt Step you take in this Argument, is 
to raiſe Objections againſt the common Account 
of this Hiſtory, in order to draw an Inference 
from thence, that your Account muſtbe the true 
one: And this is what I ſhall next conſider. 
You tell us then, that © the Command as 
e it hath been hitherto underſtood—occupies 
* a Place in Abraham's Hiſtory ; that accord- 
ing to our Ideas of Things, it cannot pro- 
e perly have. The Command is ſuppoſed to 
«* be given as a Trial only. Now when the 
* great Searcher of Hearts is pleafed to 77 
e any of his Servants, either for Example-ſake, 
© or for ſome other End — as in this he con- 
« deſcends to the Manner of Men-—ſo, we 
* may be aſſured, he would accommodate him- 
« ſelf to their Manner likewiſe, in the moſt 
* material Circumſtance of the Trial. But a- 
* mongſt Men; the Agent is always tried be- 
fore he is ſet on Work, or rewarded, and 
not after On the contrary his Trial was 
* made after all Abraham's Work was done, 
* and all God's Mercies received——nay what 
* 1s ſtill more ſtrange, after he had been once 
* tried already. We muſt needs conclude 
* therefore, that the Command was not (ac- 
e cording to the common Notion) a Trial on- 
* ly, becauſe it comes after all God's Diſpen- 
* ſations. Yet as the ſacred Text aſſures us, 
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* it t 2 Trial, and as a Trial, neeeſſarily 
«-precedes the Employment or Reward of the 
© Perſon tried; we muſt needs conclude, that 
* as #0 Employment, fo ſime Benefit followed 
* this Trial. Now on our Interpretation, a 
6. Benefit, as we ſhall ſee, did follow. We have 


'*f Reaſon therefore to conclude this Interpreta- 


* tion to be the true.“ p. 603, G04. 

You lay it down here as the common Inter- 
pretation; that the Command te Ahrabem to 
offer up his Son, was given as a Trial owLy ; 
which is not true. For the comman Opinion 
is; that God's Intention in this Command, was 
not only to try Abraham, but alſo to prE- 


FIGURE the Sacrifice of Chrift. This you 


yourſelf conteſs, p. 612. where you © defire it 


may be obſerved in Cyrroboration of your 


e Senſe of the Command; that the Reſemblance 
* to Chrilt's Sacrifice in all the Circumſtances 
of the Story, is ſo /trong, that Interpreters 
& could never overlcok that Reſemblance in their 
“Comments on this Paſſage.” The Rejem- 
blance, no doubt, is very ſtrong ; but how this 
corroborates your Senſe of the Command, I do 


not ſee, + Your Senſe is, that it was an adbual 


Information given to Abraham, of the Sacrifice 
of Chriſt, But to prefigure, and to inform, are 
different Things. This Tranſaction might pre- 


figure, and does prefigure, the Sacrifice of Chriſt; 


whether Abraham knew any thing about the Sa- 


crifice of Chriſt or not. For it does not follow, 


that becauſe a Thing is prefigured; therefore it 
muſt be ſex and underſtood, at the Time when 
| ; it 


* * — 
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it is prefigured. The Law of Meſes was given 
to the eus, and did prefigure the Goſpel State 


in many of it's Appointments ; which yet nei- 


ther was, nor could be, underſtood, till, the 
we 14 State introduced, the Reſemblance was 
made to appear. La 
Thus much being obſerved, to prevent Con- 
fuſion in the Queſtion between us, let us now 
attend to. your Argument ; the Tendency of 


which is to ſhew, not that the Command to 


Abraham was not intended as a Trial onLy ; 
but, that it could not be a Trial af all, unLEss 
your Interpretation be admitted; 7. e. unleſs it 
be admitted that Abraham had hereby actual 
Information of the great Sacrifice of Chriſt. For 
you ſay, in Effect, that it is in the Nature of 
all Trials to precede the REWARD; whereas you 
tell us, this Trial was made after all God's Mer- 
cies received, after all God's Diſpenſations. 
That js to ſay; upon the Foot of the common 
Interpretation it zs %; for, if YouR Interpreta- 
tion be admitted, there will be, it ſeems, one 
Bentfit yet behind which FoLLowED this Tri- 
al, and was, © the LAST and GREATEST Fa- 
* your ever beſtowed on Abraham ;” (p: 606.) 
which Benefit (we are to underſtand) was the 
communicating to him the Knowledge of the 
Sacrifice of Chriſt. But how can you prove 
that according to the common Interpretation, 


there was no Reward ſubſequent to the Trial ? 


Abrabam lived-a great many Years after this 
Tranſaction happened. He lived to diſpoſe of 
his Son aac in Marriage and to ſee his Seed. 

K 4 He 
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He lived to be married himſelf to another Wile, 


and to have ſeveral Children by her. He had 
not then received ALL God's MERCIEsS'3 nor 


were ALL God's DIS PENSATIONS towards him 


at an End; and it is to be remembered that it 
is expreſsly ſaid of Abraham, Gen, xxiv. 1. (a 
long while after the Tranſaction in Queſtion) 
that God had BLESSED him in ALL THINGS; 
Which was but the Conſequence of what God 
had promiſed him in the moſt folemn Manner ; 
By myſelf have I fworn, ſaith the Lord, for be- 
cauſe thou haſt done this Thing —that in bleſſing 
T will BLEsS THEE, Sc. Gen. xxii. 16, 17. 
But this is not all. What ſurprizes me moſt is, 
that you ſhould argue ſo weakly, as if the Re- 
ward of. good Men had a reſpect to this Life 
only. Be it that Abraham had received ALL 
God's Mercies; and that ALL God's Diſpenſa- 
tions towards him in this World were at an 
End; was there not a Life yet fo come, with 
reſpect to which the whole Period of our Ex- 
iſtence here is to be conſidered as a State of 
Trial; and where we are all of us to look for 
that Reward of our Virtues, which we very 
often fail of in this? You think it frange, that 
God ſhould give this Command to Abraham in 
the Way of Trial, after he had been ONCE 
tried already, He had been tried more than 
ONCE, if that will help you. The Promiſe to 
* him, when he was yet childleſs, his Wife bar- 
ren, and both of them far advanced in Age, 
* that hi; Seed ſhould be as the Stars of Heaven 


* for Multitude; was, as you obſerve, a Trial 
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4 of his Faith.“ And was it not likewiſe a Trial 
of his Faith and his Virtue too, when he was call- 
ed upon to leave his Kindred and his Father's 
Houſe, to ſojourn in a flirange Land? And what 
if, after all this, the Wiſdom of- God ſhould 


have thought fit, that this very Man, whom he 


had ſingled out to be an eminent. Example of 
Piety to all Generations ; ſhould, at the very 
Cle of his Life, give Evidence of it, by an 


| Inſtance that exceeded all that had gone before; 


that he might be a Pattern of patient Suffering 
even unto the End? Would there not be Sen/e 
in ſuch a Suppoſition? But though the common 
Account of this Tranſaction will very well ſtand 
with the Nature of a Trial; it is very fit to be 
obſerved that your Account of it will not: I 
mean, in that full Extent in which the Scrip- 
ture ſets it forth to us as ſuch; as I ſhall prove 
by and by. 


But there are other Objections beſides this. As 


1. It doth not appear how Abraham could 
collect from this Tranſaction, that Chrift was to 
be offered up asa Sacrifice. I can eaſily under- 
ſtand that Converſe may be maintained by Ac- 
tions as well as by Words. What you have ſaid 
upon that Subject p. 8 1. Cc. no doubt is very 
juſt; and the Inſtances you have produced from 
Scripture where Actions have been uſed as fore- 
ſhewing the Determinations of Providence; are 
beyond all Exception. But whereas you have 
conſidered the Action of Abraham in offering 
up his Son as a Caſe parallel to theſe; it differs 
from them all in a very material Circumſtance, 
VIZ, 
p | 


| 
| 
| 
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viz. that nothing is here added by Way of 


Explanation to ſhew the Import of it. When 
Zedekiab' made bim Horns of Iron, he faid;,— 
THUS ſhalt thou puſh the Syrians, 1 Kings xxii. 
11. When Feremiab was bid to tate a Linen 
Girdle and hide it in the Hole off a Reck, &c. 
the Explanation immediately follows Tut 
 feith the Lord, AFTER THIS MANNER 1 [ 
mar the Pride of Judah, Gc. Fer. xiii. 1.—9. 
And fo it is in every Inſtance you have produced; 
which I need not particularly prove becauſe you 
have confeſſed it, p. 609, And no doubt fuch 
Explanations, attending the TranſaQion, were 
always neceſſary for the Information of the 
Prophet; becauſe though Actions are as expreſ- 
five of Ideas as Words are; yet it is on Suppoſi- 
tion that there is either common Uſe, or ſpecial 
Intimation, to determine what Ideas, fcb or 
ſuch Actions import; otherwiſe nothing can be 
underſtood, You will not pretend, I ſuppoſe, 
that by any commun Ufaye of thoſe Times, 
this Tranſaction was fignificative of the Sacrt- 
fice of Chriſt; therefore there muſt have been 
ſome ſpecial Intimation attending the Tranſ- 
action, and determining it to this Meaning, if 
it was the Intention of Providence, hereby to 
give Abraham any ſuch Information; of which 
ſpecial Intimation ſince noc hing appears,. it can 
never appear that any ſuch Information was in- 
tended. The Preſumption hes the other Way: 
Becauſe if any ſuch Information had been m- 
tended; it is natural to think that the Zxplanatron 
would have been recorded with the Tranſacti- 
5 4 3 ; on, 
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an, as it is in all other ſuch like Caſes. But to this 
you reply, that the Information to Abrabam 
ie being /e/ely for his own Uſe, and what could 
* by no Means be communicated to the Hebrew 
6 People when Meſes wrote his Hiſtory; there 
« way 10 Room for that formal Explanation, 
«* which made the commanded Actions per- 
80 formed by the Prophets ſo clear and intelli- 

gible.” 100 But this which you offer as a Se- 


FP, of = P is, with me, a new Ob- 


jection. 
2. If = Knowledge of Chriſt's Sacrifice 


was not to be communiceted ; to what Purpoſe 
was it clearly revealed to Abraham? You fay, 
that the Fews © being to continue long under 
* acarnal Qeconomy ; this Knowledge would 
« have greatly — them to this Diſpen- 
8 Altan p. 608. But why was it then com- 
municated to Abraham ? For his own fole Uſe, 
you ſay. What Uſe? Will you be pleaſed to 
tell us? Was there any good Uſe that — 
could make of this — which the reſt 
of the People of God might not have made of 
it as da as he? Or if it, was unfit for eyery 
body elſe ; was it not unfit for Abraham too? 
In ſhort, Sir, I do not underſtand this Doc- 
tine (with which your whole Work fo 
much abounds) of revealing Things clearly to 
Patriarchs, and Prophets, and Leaders, as a 
ſpecial Favour to THEMSELYES, but to be kept 
38 a Secret from the reſt of Mankind. I have 
been uſed to eonſider Perſons. under this Cha- 
racter as appointed not for themſalvues, — far 


3 
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cot bers; and therefore to conclude that whatever 
was clearly revealed to THEM concerning God's 


Diſpenſations, was ſ% revealed in order to be. 


communicated to OTHERS, I defire not to be miſ- 
taken. I do not ſay that all Revelations ought 
to be clear; which is contrary to Pact. It is in 
the Nature of Prophecy to be obſcure more or 
leſs; but then I ſuppoſe that /o far as Prophecy 
is obſcure, ſo far it was obſcure to the Prophets 
themſelves; and that. ſo far as Prophecy was 
clear to themſelves, ſo far it was their Buſineſs 
to communicate their Knowledge to others. If 
you can ſhew that I am miſtaken in this ; pray 
do it, and I ſhall be obliged to you. But you 
might have ſpared yourſelf in aſking another 
Queſtion ; © Why, if Revelations cannot be 
* clearly recorded, are they recorded at all? 
p. 609. If a Revelation is not clearly given, it 
cannot be clearly recorded ; and yet (as you in- 
timate) there may be Reaſons why an obſcure 
Revelation ſhould be recorded ; to wit, for the 
Inſtruction of future Ages, when the Obſcurity 
being cleared up by the Event, it ſhall appear 
that it was foreſeen and foreordained in the 
Knowledge and Appointment of God, Upon 
this Principle you muſt give me leave to obſerve ; 
that the Tranſaction in Queſtion, will have the 
ſame Efficacy to ſhew © the Dependency be- 
<< tween the two Diſpenſations, whether Abra- 
' ham had thereby any Information of the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt or not. For this does not ariſe 
from Abraham's Knowledge, or any body's 
Knowledge, at the Time when the Tranſaction 
5 happened; 


, So 
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happened; but from the Similitude and Correſpon- 
dency between the Event and the Tranſaction 
by which it was prefigured; which is exactly the 
ſame upon either Suppoſition. 10% 
And now, Sir, give me leave to aſk, What 
Service have you done to Religion by your In- 


terpretation? We were prepared for it, p. 84. 


by an Intimation that ſomething was to ariſe 


from it, to the Confuſion of Infidelity:” As 


how ? Why, 1ſt. As by your Manner of ex- 
plaining this Tranſaction of Abraham ; you 
ſhould <. illuſtrate God's Truth, by the nobleſt 
* Inſtance that ever was given of the Harmon 

© between the Old and New Teſtament,” And 
2dly, as © by it's Aid you ſhould be enabled 
* to give the true Solution of thoſe inexplicable 
* Difficulties, which have been. ſo long the 
* ſtumbling Block of Infidelity.” p. 589, 590. 
As to the firſt, the Harmony between the Old 
and New Teſtament ; the Tranſaction indeed 
has to do with it, as it is prophetic of the Sacri- 
fice of Chriſt; but your Interpretation has no- 
thing to do with: it ; becauſe (as has been juſt 
now ſhewn) the Tranſaction will be equally pro- 
phetic of Cbriſt's Sacrifice, whether your Inter- 
pretation be admitted or not. As to the ſecond, 
the Drfficultzes which have been ſo long the 
ſtumbling Block of Infidelity, which upon the 
Foot of the common Interpretation (I ſuppoſe) 
you call :nſuperable ; I greatly marvel that you 
ſhould. call them ſo, when you acknowledge in 
the very ſame Page, that © the Arguments 
* hitherto brought to ſupport the Hiſtory of 
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* this Command are of great Weight and V a- 
% LIDITY.” And: whether you had owned this 
or not, I thould have taken upon myſelf the 
Proof; that theſe n/uperable Difficulties: ma 
be very effectualhy and ſubſtantially — 
without borrowing any Aid from your Intet- 
pretation. The Subſtance of the Objection to 
the hiſtoric Truth of this Relation, as collected 
by yourſelf, p. 624. is this, © that God could 
*© never give ſuch a Command to Abraham, 
te becauſe it would throw him into inextricable 
* Doubts concerning the Author of it; as whe- 
** ther it proceeded from a good or evil Bein 
« — | becauſe] it would miflead him in 

« Notions of the divine Attributes, ' and of the 
« fundamental Principles of Morality. Fot 
< though the revoking the Command prevent- 
<< ed the Homicide; yet the Action being com- 
*< manded, and, at the Revocation, not con- 
« demned ; Abraham and his Famity muſt 
needs have thought human Sacrifices grateful 
* to the Almighty. For a ſimple revoking 
* was no Condemnation; but would be more 
e naturally eſteemed a tar Indulgence for 
te ready Obedience. Thus the Pagan Fable 
«© of Diana's ſubſtituting a Hind in the Place 
of Iphigenia, did not make Idolaters. believe 


4 that ſhe therefore abhorred human Sacrifices; 


*Y having before been perfaaded of the 
ki 22 614. Now to the firſt Part of 
this Objection, you yourſelf have pointed out a 
very ſufficient Anſwer, which is quite ina pen- 
dent of your Interpretation, di. That _ 
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Jam “ having had much Intercourſe with God 
he concluded that this Command to fa- 
© crifice his Son, conveyed to him by the like 
© ftrong and clear Impreſſion on his Senſes with 
the reſt ; came alſo from the fame God.“ p. 
590. No doubt, Sir, this was the Caſe, (and 
ao Infidel can deny the Reaſonableneſs of theSup- 
poſition) that Mrabam who had had long Com- 
munication with God by v1/ible Appearances; 
knew as well (and by the ſame Kind of Evi- 
dence) when God fpake to him; as you or I 
know when weare fpoken to by a Famihar or 
by a Friend. This admitted, there could be no 
doubt about the Author of the Command. For 
though the Command was ſtrange, the Evi- 
dence of Senſe was not to be diſputed. If your 
natura Father ſhonld bid you to kill your Son, 
or to do ſome other Act unworthy a Father to 
command; you would be apt to ſuſpect that he 
was diſordered in his Senſes; but you could not 
queſtion whether it was your Father who ſpoke 
to you, when you faw him before your Eyes. 
Suppoſing it then to have been clear to ra- 
ham, that the Command was from God and 
not from any evil Being; what was there in the 
Command that was unworthy of God, or that 
could miſlead him in his Notions of the divine 
Attributes, and of the fundamental Principles 
of Morality ? God is juſt. It is true. And 
had not God a juſt Right to the Life of Fac? 
God is good, Yes; but he is good with Wiſe 
dime And could Abraham tell what wife Ends 
God had in View, in demanding [/aac's Life? 

| But 
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But 1/aac was his Son. What then? Both Fa- 


ther and Son were at God's Diſpoſal ; who was 


ſupreme Lord of both; and who, as he had a 
Right to demand Jaac's Life, had likewiſe a 
Right to chuſe his Inflrument., As, a Father, 


Abraham had no Right over his Son's Life; but 
as the Sub/titute of Gop, he had all the Right 
that was in God himſelf. But the Command 
was hard. So it was, and ſo it was intended to 
be; for wiſe and good Reaſons for ought that 
Abraham knew. As to the latter Part of the 
Objection, that from this Command Abraham 
and his Family muſt needs have thought human 


Sacrifices acceptable to God ; the revoking the | 
Command at laſt, was a ſufficient Guard againſt 
any ſuch Conſtruction. To this you make the 


Unbeliever anſwer; No; becauſe the Action 
having been commanded ought to have been con- 


demned; and a ſimple Revocation was no Con- 
demnation. But why was not the Revocation 


of the Command in this Caſe, a Condemna- 
tion of the Action? If I ſhauld tempt you to 
go and kill your next Neighbour, and after- 
wards come and defire you not to do it; would 
not this after Declaration, be as good an Evi- 
dence of my Diſlike to the Action, as the firſt 
was of my Approbation of it? Ves, and a 


much better, as it may be preſumed to have been 


the Reſult of maturer Deliberation, - Now 
though Deliberation, and after Thought are not 
incident to God ; yet as God in this Caſe con- 
deſcended (as you ſay, and very truly) to. at 


after the Manner of Men; the ſame l 
ould 
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{:0u1d be put upon his Actions, as are uſually put 
upon the Actions of Men in like Cafes. Nor 
will the Pagan Fable of Diana's ſubſtituting a 
Hind in the Place of Tph:igenia, at all help your 
Unbeliever, This did not, (ſay they, or you 
ſor them) make Idolaters believe that ſhe there- 
fore abhorred human Sacrifices. But do not 


they themſelves (or have not you) aſſigned a 


very proper and ſufficient Reaſon why it did 
not; vis, that they had been before Wee 


, the contrary? Where human Sacrifices make 


a Part of the ſettled, ſtanding Religion; the 


Refnfal to accept a human Sacrifice in one par- 
ticular Inſtance, may indeed rather be looked 
upon as a particular Indulgence, than as a De- 
claration againſt the Thing in groſs, But where 
the Thing was commanded but in one ſingle In- 
ſtance, and the Command revoked in that very 
in{tance, (which is our preſent Caſe) ſuch Revo- 
cation, in all reaſonable Conſtruction, is as ef- 
fectual a Condemnation of the Thing, as if 
God had told Abraham in ſo many Words, that 
he delighted not in ſuch Sacrifices. This, Sir, 
is the Subſtance of what has been or may be 
offered, in Anſwer to the Objections propound- 
cd upon the common Foot of Interpretation. 
Let us now fee what yeur Interpretation af- 
fords that is better, 

You ſay then; 

That “ the Command could occaſion no 
* Miſtakes concerning the divine Attributes, 
** becauſe, it was only the Conveyance of an 
Information by Action inſtead of Words; in 
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« verling in early Times: This 2 
« fore being mere Scenery, and, like: 


*® moral Import; but the Formality of that 
© Action, which has no moral Import; Deen 


* no Way to affect the moral Character of the 
Author.“ p. 617. All this, Sir, is admitted. 


In your Way of reckoning, the Command had 


no moral Import; for nothing was intended to 


be done to Abraham's Hurt or Prejudice; who, 
as you tell us, very well © underſtood-—howthe 
te ſcenical R eprefentation was to end; and 
e muſt needs conclude—either that God would 
** ſtop his Hand when he came to give the {4 
« cripcing Stroke; or that — his Son, ſacrific- 
« ed in the Perſon of Chriſt, was IMMI. 
«* ATELY to be reſtored to Lite.” p. 619. 
This Solution, no doubt, clears up. every 
Thing as to Abraham; and conſequently 4: 
moves one Part of the Objection, which favs 
that God could not give ſuch a Command, Fe 
cauſe it inferred a Violation of the natural Lav: 
For, as you very pertinently alk, * wag that 
1 tranſgreſſed in giving a Stroke, whoſe, Hutt 


« was 77/tantiy to be repaired ? Sur ely no more, 


© than if the Stroke had been in Viſion,” Sure- 
ly no more, than if a King ſhould demand his 


Subjects E tate, with Aſſurance, to re-conyey It ; 


gain, the very Moment it ſhould be furrendzs 
ed; which, every Body fece, has the Shew of do- 
ing fomerbing ; but is in Reality doing #9#þ: 5 
But as this Solution removes ene Difficylty, * 
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creates anprber; which is, that the Corn. 0 


got and with the Notion of a Trial, in 
-n- Pant; in which the Hiſtory itſelf intimates 
i: As intended as ſuch. You tell us; that Ara. 
hen, in expreſſing his extreme Readineſs to 
* obey, declared a full Confidence in the Pro- 
* miles of God; which is very true. But yon 
i:y nothing of bis Vi irtue, i. e. of his Patience, 
and Sefedenial; of which yet this Command 
was intended as a Trial. The very Words of 
the Command ſhew this. ' Take now thy Son, 

ane ONLY Son Iſaac, WHOM THOU LoveEst, 

Here are two Things pointed at, as ſtanding in 
the Way to hinder Abrabam from obeying this 
Command. f. The Aſſurances which God had 
giren him, that Jaac ſhould be the Heir of the 
P:oiniſes 3 for Jaac was Abraham's ONLY Son, 

not by Birth but by Promiſe. 2. His natural, 

paternal Affection. The firſt Difficulty his 
Faith was to remove; the ſecond was tobe con- 
quered by his Rejolution and Fortitude. But 
Where, I aſk; was 4b-aham's Reſolution ; if he 
knew, either that God would not ſuffer the 
Command to be put in Execution; or, if he 
dic, that he ſhould inſtantly be reſtored to 
bin; Refolution is ſhewed by bearing Card 
Things; bat on neither of theſe Suppoſitions 

2:6 Abraham any Thing in Exycetation, by 
which he could be a Sufferer. 

i cr us hear then, what the Author of the 
Epii!!s to che Hebrews ſays; who beſt under- 
food this: Matter. By Faith, Abraham oben 
le uu: il, offered up Iſhac; and be that bail 

| L 2 received 
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. the Promiſes, offered up bis ok begot- 


ten Son ; of whom it uus ſaid, that in Iſaac jhall | 


75 Seed be called ; accounting, that God a 
le to raiſe him up even from the Dead. Heb. 


xi. 19— 19. It is in the Nature of the Thing, 


nęceſſary to be ſuppoſed ; that Abraham was 
firmly perſuaded, either, that God would re- 
voke the Command; cr, that he would raiſe u 
his Son from the Dead ; for otherwiſe the Pro- 
mite could never ſtand. The Apoſtle tells you 
preciſely, which of theſe he believed; viz. that 
it was, that God would raiſe JJaac from the 
dead. And this agrees with the Character 
that the Scripture gives of Abrabam's Faith; 
his believing AGAINST HopPE, i. e. againſt 
all the Appearances or Probabilities of hu- 
man Things. When T/aac was born, he 
received him from the dead; i. e. from a dead 
IVomb. Suppoſing him ſlain, he believed that 
he ſhould again feceive him from the dead; 


and this, again, was believing AGAINST 


Hops ; for one was as much againſt the natu- 
ral Courſe of Things, as the other. But pray 
obſerve this, Sir; the Apoſtle does not ſay, that 


Abraham eee that God would raiſe his 


Son INSTANTLY, He might (for ought 
Abraham knew, or had any Reaſon to hope to 
the contrary) be Forever loſt To Hit; 


though he was aſſured he could not be $0 lot 


as that the Promiſe of God ſhould fail; upon 
which Foot, there will be room left for all 
that Diſturbance from Paſſion and natural At- 
tection, which every Father feels upon the 4 

0 
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of a beloved Child; and conſequently, Matter 
left for the Exerciſe of his Virtue. It ſuits beſt 
indeed, with your Hypotheſis, to ſay, that 
Arabam believed that his Son ſhould be raiſed 
INSTANTLY, ' For if this whole Tranſacti- 
on was a. ſcenical Repreſentation, to inform 
Abraham of the Sacrifice of Chriſt ; and if this, 
(as you ſay, p. 612.) was the © principal De- 
** 11gn of the Command; the Injormation once 


given, the Scenery ought to be at an End. And 


this is one Reaſon, among others, why I can- 
not believe your Account to be the true one; 
becauſe it deſtroys the Force and Virtue of the 
Command, conſidered as a Trial of Abraham's 
Reſolution and Self-denial; which nevertheleſs, 
the very Hiſtory plainly intimates to us, it was 
intended to be. So that in taking one Handle 
away from Unbelievers, you have given them 
another. For if upon the Foot of the common 
Interpretation, they think they ſee a Violation 
of che natural Law; they may upon your In- 
ter pretation, alledge an Inconſiſtency of the 
Scriptures with themſelves: and I appre- 
bend, Sir, that it is a much eaſier Thing toſhew 
that the Command carries no Violation of the 
natural Law, the common Interpretation ad- 
mitted ; than it will be to reconcile your Hypo- 
theſis to the Scripture Account of this Matter, 
do much has - Chriſtianity gained by your In- 
terpretation | - 
But this is not the greateſt Difficulty you have 
0 :2ccount for, The Objection relates not to 
45r2ham only, but alſo to his Family; who (as 
| you 
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166 Culuumom on the. © 

you have made your Unbeliever ſay) Mut 
NEEDS have thought human Sucriſcet accept a- 
ble to God; becauſe the Action was riot formally 
condemned at the Revocation of the Command. 
I do think, Sir, that it would be a very con- 
fiderable Objection to this Hiſtory; if it did 
give any reaſonable Encouragement to the Be- 
lief, that human Sacrifices were acceptable 0 
God; and I have given my Reaſon why I think it 
cannot give any ſuch Encouragement ;which is, 


that; in this Caſe, the Revocation of the Com- 


mand, without any formal Condemnation of 
the Action, is ſufficient to guard againſt any 
ſuch Abuſe. Whether yon agree with me in 
this Principle, or whether you are of the infulc! 
Side of the Queſtion; in this particular Point, 
you have not told us; nor ſhall I take upon me 
to gueſs. But you are fully perſuaded, that 
upon your Hypotheſis, the Objection is entirely 
removed: Your Words are theſe: ** There was 
** not the leaſt Occaſion when God remitted 
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the Offering of aut; that he ſhould for- 
mally condemn human Sactifices, to prevent 
Abraham, ok Hts FAMiLxr's falling into 
an Opinion, that ſuch Sacrifices were not diſ. 
pleaſing to him For the Command, hav- 
ing as we faid, no moral Import; being only 
an Information by Action, where one Thing 
ſtood for the Repreſentative of another; all 


the Conſequence that could be deduced from 


it, was only this; that the Son of God ſhould 


be offered up for the Sins of Mankind: There- 
© fore the Conceptions THEY | Abraham vin. 


* AND 


| OP 
Command ta Abraham, &c. - 159 
* AND His FAMILY] had of human Sacrifices 
after the Command; muſt needs be juſt the 
* ſame which they had before; and therefore, 
©* Inſtruction concerning the execrable Nature 
* of human Sacrifices, was not anly needleſs, 
* but quite beſides the Queſtion.” p. 618, 
619. I can eaſily underſtand, Sir, bow the 
Matter ſtood with Abraham; and that us was 
in no Danger. of being miſled as to the Nature 
of human Sacrifices, who knew the Secret af 
the whole Affair; and that it was nothing elſe 
vat Scenery, But how this Anſwer will ſerve 


for hi Family; who are to be preſumed to have 


known nothing of this ſcenical Repreſentation, 
is utterly paſt my Comprehenſion. I fay, that 
the Family of Abraham muſt be preſumed to have 
known nothing of this ſcenical 13 ; 
becauſe you have told us from the very firſt, 
that the Information to be conveyed by. it, was 
intended for Abraham's sol UsE; and I da 
not ſee how Abrabam could open to his Family 
the Scenery of the Tranſaction, without exphin- 
ing the Myſtery. Accordingly, your Anſwer, 
in this very Paſſage, imports, that Abraham's 
Family, as well as himſelf, were acquainted 
with this Myſtery ; for you ſay that 4 the 
Conſequence that couLD be deduced from this 
Tranſaction was, that the Son of God ſbould be 
offered up for the Sins of Mangind: All the 
Conſequence that could be dedaced !. By whom f 
Why by the Family of Abraham; for to them, 
28 well as to Abraham, does the Inference, which 
you immediately ſubjoin, belong — THERE- 
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claration, that they 


Angle Reaſon you have given why the 


168 Conſideratiomt on the Mc. 
FORE the Conceftions THEY had of human 


Sacrifices muſt needs be juft the ſame, &c. But 
is not your putting the Family of Abraham, in 
Poſſeſſion of this Conſequence ; a very plain De- 
knew the Myſtery of Chriſt's 
Sacrifice? Now therefore, Sir, take your Choice, 
and give up ane Part of your Hypotheſis, or 
the other, as beſt pleaſes you; for to hold 607 
is impoſſible. If you fay that the Family of 
Abraham WERE acquainted with the Myſtery 
of Chriſt's Sacrifice; it will overturn all you have 
ſaid concerning their Ignorance of a future 
State: For to what Purpoſe the Son of God 
was to be offered up for the Sins of Mankind, if 
no Life is to be expected after this, it is impoſ- 
fible to comprehend. It likewiſe overturns the 


Hg*s 
tion (uſual in all ſuch Caſes) to ſhew the — 
of the Tranſaction was not added, viz. that it was 
a Point not fit for common Knowledge. But if you 
ſhall chuſe to ſay, that the Revelation of this 
Myſtery, was for the soL Information of Abra- 
ham, and that his Family knew nothing of it; 
(which, I think you muff ſay to make your In- 
terpretation good) the Objection will lie ful! 
againſt you, unanſwered. For upon this Sup- 
poſition, they muſt have conſidered this Tranſ- 
action, not in your artificial, hidden Light, but 


in at's apparent, natural Light; and the Con- 


ſtruction in favour of human Sacrifices, mul 
have been the very /ame, as if no ſuch Repre- 
ſentation as you ſpeak of, had been intended. 


Thus, 


* 76 
Command to Abraham, c. 149 
Thus, Sir, it appears; that what was well be- 
fore ; comes out bad, from under your Hands, 
Which confirms to me, what I have often 
„ MWihought ; that Experiments in Religion are ſel- 
dom good for any thing, The Truth of this 
whole Caſe, appears to me in this plain Light. 
God called Abraham to this great Trial; to 
nike him an Example of Faith and Refigna- 
n. Abraham obeys God's Call; under a full 
Perſuaſion that his Son was loft to him; and 
yet as fully aſſured that the Promiſes of God 
wuld not fail, In this View he is an Exam- 


od 

if e of 49th ;5 and thus much the Scriptures war- 
of. . We, who ſee the Re/emblance between 
he Cafe, and God's requiring his only Son to: 


offered up as a Sacrifice for the Sins of the 
bole World; rightly fay, that the one was in- 
nded to be the Figure of the other. But 
n:ther Abraham knew any thing at all of 
hilt s Sacrifice; or whether he knew nothing; 
e Scripture, is wholly filenf; and vou ought 
have been filent too. It is fit for sg to ſtop 
ere the Scripture ſtops — and let Infidelity 


it's worſt, 
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